AUTHENTICATED 
U.S. GOVERNMENT 
INFORMATION ^ 


THE CONGRESSIONAL VISION FOR 
A 21ST CENTURY UNION STATION: 
NEW INTERMODAL USES AND A 
NEW UNION STATION LIVABLE 
COMMUNITY 


( 111 - 52 ) 

HEARING 

BEFORE THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, PUBLIC BUILDINGS, AND 
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

OF THE 

COMMITTEE ON 
TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

ONE HUNDRED ELEVENTH CONGRESS 

FIRST SESSION 


JULY 22, 2009 


Printed for the use of the 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 



U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
51-253 PDF WASHINGTON : 2009 


For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office 
Internet: bookstore.gpo.gov Phone: toll free (866) 512—1800; DC area (202) 512-1800 
Fax: (202) 512-2104 Mail: Stop IDCC, Washington, DC 20402-0001 


COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE 


JAMES L. OBERSTAR, Minnesota, Chairman 
NICK J. RAH AL L, II, West Virginia, Vice 
Chair 

PETER A. DeFAZIO, Oregon 


JERRY F. COSTELLO, Illinois 
ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON, District of 
Columbia 

JERROLD NADLER, New York 

CORRINE BROWN, Florida 

BOB FILNER, California 

EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON, Texas 

GENE TAYLOR, Mississippi 

ELIJAH E. CUMMINGS, Maryland 

LEONARD L. BOSWELL, Iowa 

TIM HOLDEN, Pennsylvania 

BRIAN BAIRD, Washington 

RICK LARSEN, Washington 

MICHAEL E. CAPUANO, Massachusetts 

TIMOTHY H. BISHOP, New York 

MICHAEL H. MICHAUD, Maine 

RUSS CARNAHAN, Missouri 

GRACE F. NAPOLITANO, California 

DANIEL LIPINSKI, Illinois 

MAZIE K. HIRONO, Hawaii 

JASON ALTMIRE, Pennsylvania 

TIMOTHY J. WALZ, Minnesota 

HEATH SHULER, North Carolina 

MICHAEL A. ARCURI, New York 

HARRY E. MITCHELL, Arizona 

CHRISTOPHER P. CARNEY, Pennsylvania 

JOHN J. HALL, New York 

STEVE KAGEN, Wisconsin 

STEVE COHEN, Tennessee 

LAURA A. RICHARDSON, California 

ALBIO SIRES, New Jersey 

DONNA F. EDWARDS, Maryland 

SOLOMON P. ORTIZ, Texas 

PHIL HARE, Illinois 

JOHN A. BOCCIERI, Ohio 

MARK H. SCHAUER, Michigan 

BETSY MARKEY, Colorado 

PARKER GRIFFITH, Alabama 

MICHAEL E. McMAHON, New York 

THOMAS S. P. PERRIELLO, Virginia 

DINA TITUS, Nevada 

HARRY TEAGUE, New Mexico 

VACANCY 


JOHN L. MICA, Florida 

DON YOUNG, Alaska 

THOMAS E. PETRI, Wisconsin 

HOWARD COBLE, North Carolina 

JOHN J. DUNCAN, Jr., Tennessee 

VERNON J. EHLERS, Michigan 

FRANK A. LoBIONDO, New Jersey 

JERRY MORAN, Kansas 

GARY G. MILLER, California 

HENRY E. BROWN, Jr., South Carolina 

TIMOTHY V. JOHNSON, Illinois 

TODD RUSSELL PLATTS, Pennsylvania 

SAM GRAVES, Missouri 

BILL SHUSTER, Pennsylvania 

JOHN BOOZMAN, Arkansas 

SHELLEY MOORE CAPITO, West Virginia 

JIM GERLACH, Pennsylvania 

MARIO DIAZ-BALART, Florida 

CHARLES W. DENT, Pennsylvania 

CONNIE MACK, Florida 

LYNN A WESTMORELAND, Georgia 

JEAN SCHMIDT, Ohio 

CANDICE S. MILLER, Michigan 

MARY FALLIN, Oklahoma 

VERN BUCHANAN, Florida 

ROBERT E. LATTA, Ohio 

BRETT GUTHRIE, Kentucky 

ANH "JOSEPH” CAO, Louisiana 

AARON SCHOCK, Illinois 

PETE OLSON, Texas 


(II) 



Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings, and Emergency 

Management 

ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON, District of Columbia, Chair 
BETSY MARKEY, Colorado 


MICHAEL H. MICHAUD, Maine 
HEATH SHULER, North Carolina 
PAR KE R. GRIFFITH, Alabama 
RUSS CARNAHAN, Missouri 
TIMOTHY J. WALZ, Minnesota 
MICHAEL A. ARCURI, New York 
CHRISTOPHER P. CARNEY, Pennsylvania, 
Vice Chair 

DONNA F. EDWARDS, Maryland 
THOMAS S. P. PERRIELLO, Virginia 
JAMES L. OBERSTAR, Minnesota 
(Ex Officio) 


MARIO DIAZ-BALART, Florida 

TIMOTHY V. JOHNSON, Illinois 

SAM GRAVES, Missouri 

SHELLEY MOORE CAPITO, West Virginia 

MARY FALLIN, Oklahoma 

BRETT GUTHRIE, Kentucky 

ANH "JOSEPH” CAO, Louisiana 

PETE OLSON, Texas 


(III) 




CONTENTS Page 

Summary of Subject Matter vi 

TESTIMONY 

Akridge, John “Chip,” Chairman, Akridge Corporation 22 

Alleman, Steven, General Superintendent, Amtrak 22 

Ball, David, President, Union Station Redevelopment Corporation 5 

Klein, Gabe, Director, District Department of Transportation 22 

Leach, David, President & CEO, Greyhound Lines, Inc 5 

Lustig, Barry, Senior Vice-President of Leasing and Development, Ashkenazy 
Acquisitions Corporations 22 

PREPARED STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 

Carnahan, Hon. Russ, of Missouri 44 

PREPARED STATEMENTS SUBMITTED BY WITNESSES 

Akridge, John “Chip” 45 

Alleman, Steven 52 

Ball, David 56 

Klein, Gabe 62 

Leach, David 71 

Lustig, Barry 79 

SUBMISSIONS FOR THE RECORD 

Akridge, John “Chip,” Chairman, Akridge Corporation, responses to questions 

from the Subcommittee 49 

Ball, David, President, Union Station Redevelopment Corporation, responses 

to questions from the Subcommittee 59 

Klein, Gabe, Director, District Department of Transportation, responses to 

questions from the Subcommittee 69 

Leach, David, President & CEO, Greyhound Lines, Inc., response to question 

from the Subcommittee 78 

Lustig, Barry, Senior Vice-President of Leasing and Development, Ashkenazy 

Acquisitions Corporations: 

Map of Union Station 84 

Responses to questions from the Subcommitee 99 

ADDITIONS TO THE RECORD 

Amtrak, Joe McHugh, Vice President of Government Affairs and Corporate 

Communications: 

Responses to questions from the Subcommittee 112 

Supplemental information 115 


(V) 



VI 



fames I, Obrrstar 
Chairman 


$.§>. House of SEpresentatfues 

Committee on CranSportation anh Snfrastnictuir 

tEUilBijington, SC 20515 Joljn l. Slira 

limiting i\tp«i)Ucan jHmilur 


Oil 


Wont 


I Heymsft'ld, t'ftiel nf SljiK 
illff 'itirjtjlhcr, e'hii'f CMinwl 


July 21, 2009 


SUMMARY OF SUBJECT MATTER 

TO: Members of the Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings, and 

Emergency Management 

FROM: Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings, and Emergency 

Management Staff 

SUBJECT: Hearing on “The Congressional Vision for a 21 st Century Union Station: New 
Intermodal Uses and a New Union Station Livable Community” 


Purpose of the Hearing 

The Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings, and Emergency 
Management will meet on Wednesday, July 22, 2009, at 2:00 p.m., in room 2167 of the Rayburn 
House Office Building to examine current Union Station intermodal planning, as well as future 
development plans for Union Station. 


Background 

Union Station, a monumental gateway structure, was built on its current location as a result 
of a recommendation from the 1901 McMillan Commission Report. It was designed by the eminent 
architect Daniel H. Burnham and was completed in 1907. Mr. Burnham designed the building in the 
Beaux Arts style favored by himself and other proponents of the turn-of-the century “City' 

Beautiful” movement. The Federally owned building is 760 feet in length in length and the ceilings 
arc 95 feet high. The exterior is adorned with sculptures and three Romanesque archways. Hie 
commercially available space is approximately 213,000 square feet. Currently, dierc are 130 shops in 
the building and approximately 90,000 persons pass through the building daily. Union Station’s 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (Metro) stop is the busiest stop on the Red Line. 

The Department of Transportation established die Union Station Redevelopment 
Corporation (USRC), as a wholly-owned government coqioradon, to meet die obligations of die 
“Union Stadon Redevelopment Act of 1981” (P.L. 97-125), with die goal of “commercial 
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development of the Union Station complex that will, to the extent possible, financially support the 
continued operation and maintenance of such complex”. The corporation’s principal office is 
required to be in the District of Columbia. The USRC board is composed of the Administrator of 
the Federal Railroad Administration, the Secretary of the Department of Transportation, the Mayor 
of the District of Columbia, the President of the Federal City Council, and the President of Amtrak. 

According to the Senate report for the “Union Station Redevelopment Act of 1981” (Rep. 
No. 97-269), the idea of an intermodal center dates back to the mid-1960’s, to a 1967 report issued 
by the National Capitol Planning Commission (NCPC), which envisioned a station combining bus, 
intercity, and intracity rail components with local transportation modes. Further, the report 
envisioned approximately 300,000 square feet dedicated to intermodal activities. 


Prior Legislative and Oversight Activity 

On March 20, 2008, Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Chairman James L. 
Oberstar, Ranking Member John Mica, and Subcommittee Chair Eleanor Holmes Norton wrote a 
letter to David Ball, President of the USRC. The Committee requested that the Union Station 
Redevelopment Corporation engage in discussions with the Greyhound lines, Inc. on relocating 
their bus terminal to Union Station. 

On May 9, 2009, the same three members, in a letter to USRC, urged the USRC to come to 
an agreement in the near future with the Greyhound Lines, Inc. on the relocation of their 
Washington, D.C. terminal to Union Station as soon as possible to enhance Union Station’s 
intermodal capabilities. 

Intermodal plans for Union Station were explored at two Subcommittee hearings: on June 8, 
2007 “What Visitors Can Expect at the Capitol Visitor Center: Transportation, Access, Security, and 
Visuals” and on April 1, 2008, “A Growing Capitol Complex and Visitor Center: Needs for 
Transportation, Security, Greening, Energy, and Maintenance.” 

On July 22, 2008, the Subcommittee held an oversight hearing on Union Station titled 
“Union Station: A Comprehensive Look at the Private Management, the Public Space, and the 
Intermodal Spaces Present and Future.” At this hearing, Union Station’s photography policy, its 
intermodal plans, and administrative structure were examined. The Subcommittee followed up with 
questions for the record on the ownership structure, the retraining of security staff on the 
photography policy, the leasing policy, and plans to incorporate more commercial bus lines within 
Union Station. 
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HEARING ON CONGRESSIONAL VISION FOR A 
2 1ST CENTURY UNION STATION: NEW 
INTERMODAL USES AND A NEW UNION STA- 
TION LIVABLE COMMUNITY 


Wednesday, July 22, 2009 

House of Representatives 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, 

Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public 
Buildings and Emergency Management, 

Washington, DC. 

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:12 p.m., in Room 
2167, Rayburn House Office Building, the Honorable Eleanor 
Holmes Norton [Chair of the Subcommittee] presiding. 

Ms. Norton. We are pleased to welcome today’s witnesses to our 
oversight hearing on Union Station, its entire complex and the ac- 
tions taken since our last hearing to carry out the Congressional 
vision and mandate that Union Station become one of the Nation’s 
most important state-of-the-art intermodal transportation centers 
for all modes of transportation, maximizing the available space, in- 
cluding the planned multi-use addition, a result of the congres- 
sional competition that awarded air rights over the rail tracks be- 
hind Union Station. 

Designed by Daniel Burnham, for whom the new development, 
Burnham Place, is to be named, Union Station first opened in 1907 
as a train facility for the Nation’s capital with a grand design com- 
missioned by Congress that produced its landmark building. How- 
ever, as rail use declined in the 1950s, the station rapidly deterio- 
rated, and a series of failed ideas, wasted Federal funds, cost over- 
runs, major utility needs, mismanagement and litigation resulted. 

In 1981, Congress passed the Union Station Redevelopment Act, 
which authorized the Secretary of Transportation to create the 
Union Station Redevelopment Corporation, or USRC, a non-profit 
corporation, which later spearheaded the redevelopment of Union 
Station. 

In 1988, after a $180 million renovation, Union Station, which 
had been a neglected, boarded up wasteland, hardly fit for trains, 
reopened as a fully and historically restored beautiful facility and 
shopping mall. Thus was a 20th century Union Station reborn, but 
Congress wanted much more and mandated that Union Station be- 
come a model all-purpose transportation center. 

To continue to maximize the value of the historic station, in 
2002, Congress, through the General Services Administration, bid 
and later sold the 15 acres of air rights above the adjacent Union 

(l) 
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Station rail yard. As a result of that sale, a new development adja- 
cent to Union Station, Burnham Station, is expected to bring an 
additional 2 million square feet of development, including hotel, of- 
fice space and expanded transportation capabilities and the like. 

By statute, the ownership of Union Station, as the Union Station 
Redevelopment Act report reiterated, remained with the Federal 
Government. However, we were unable to find evidence of congres- 
sional oversight of Union Station since its redevelopment. This 
Subcommittee resolved to fill this unfortunate hiatus in much 
needed oversight, including hearing testimony and complaints from 
the public, at our first hearing exactly a year ago, July 22nd, 2008. 
The hearing is a continuation of what will be regular oversight 
hearings, sometimes more than annually. 

Even after the hearing last year, the Full Committee and Sub- 
committee has had to press Union Station management even to 
provide basic intercity bus transportation. Instead, intercity bus 
service continued to bang at the door of Union Station. Even a bus 
company seeking to sub-lease of unused spaces was turned away 
for unjustifiable reasons. On March 20th, the leaders of the Com- 
mittee and Subcommittee, including the Ranking Member of the 
Full Committee, who is here today, Mr. Mica, and I wrote a letter 
asking for the co-location of an intercity bus terminal at Union Sta- 
tion to further enable passengers to seamlessly move from one 
mode of transportation to another. 

Considering the public/private investment in Union Station, and 
its intermodal center mandate, it seemed indefensible that the ad- 
dition of mere bus transportation had not occurred long ago. How- 
ever, the Subcommittee and Committee leadership had to write 
again to Union Station management on May 7th, 2009, urging ex- 
peditious handling of the relocation of Greyhound to Union Station. 
No world class intermodal facility would operate without intercity 
bus services included in its package of transportation services. We 
want to learn today whether aggressive and expeditious action has 
been taken to bring intercity services to Union Station. 

We are determined to speed the slow walk of Union Station to- 
ward true intermodalism. Today, Union Station offers Amtrak, the 
Washington Metropolitan Transit service rail and bus, the Virginia 
Rail Express, or VRE, the Maryland Area Rail Commuter, or 
MARC, a bike sharing program, and tourist-friendly transportation 
services. Union Station is already the busiest rail stop on the 
WMATA subway line, with over 30,000 daily riders and visitors. 

However, the facility covers 12 acres, with 2200 parking spaces 
and 125 stores, and the new Intermodal Center will require park- 
ing facilities for buses, new rail concourses, and additional home- 
land security improvements. The District of Columbia is currently 
completing a state-of-the-art bike facility and is assisting in im- 
proving the traffic circle and taxi access. VRE is planning to extend 
its service to New York City, while at the same time MARC is ex- 
tending to Fredericksburg and other Virginia locations. Amtrak 
will operate many of these new routes, but major renovation at the 
facility will be required in order to do so and will be necessary to 
bring Union Station into the congressional 21st century vision. 
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We look forward to a status report on Union Station from the full 
array of the responsible parties and thank each of them for today’s 
testimony. 

I would like to ask the Ranking Member, Mr. Mica, who has long 
had an interest in Union Station, if he has any opening remarks. 
I am pleased to have him join us today. 

I ask, of course, unanimous consent that the Ranking Member of 
the Full Committee sit with us at today’s hearing. So ordered. 

Mr. Mica. Well, thank you. Good to be here today and also to 
present some viewpoints from our side of the aisle. 

First, I have to commend you, Ms. Norton, for calling this hear- 
ing and for taking time to spend congressional oversight and atten- 
tion to a very important issue. 

Now, this isn’t a hearing about Union Station and it being a 
train depot just in another community; this is about probably one 
of our most significant transportation intermodal centers in the 
United States, and certainly one of the most important and key 
components to transportation across the entire northeast corridor 
that serves a huge portion of America’s population. 

If people don’t know it, they need to know that Amtrak, again, 
is more than just a train terminus; it is our major transportation 
hub, it provides connections to Amtrak throughout the northeast 
corridor of the United States. It is intermodal to our Metro system, 
which now links us both to Reagan National and will soon link us 
to Dulles Airport. We have connections to BWI. We have both a 
commercial and business center. We have surface transportation 
links that include commercial carriers, charter carriers, tour car- 
riers, circulators throughout the communities. It is, indeed, our 
major hub for transit in our Nation’s capital. 

So we are talking about a very important component of infra- 
structure not just for this community, but for the whole region and 
the Nation. 

I am very pleased, again, that the focus of the hearing is going 
to be the vision for 21st century because we have to look ahead. 
We have to make certain, as Ms. Norton said, that this is a world 
class facility and that it in fact serves and is intermodal to all of 
the transportation modes and some for the future. I cannot think 
of a better time for this Committee to act both in looking at the 
long-term plan, looking at some of the things that we have devel- 
oped in a bipartisan basis as priorities. 

There is absolutely no reason in the world why people who take 
our major long distance and short distance surface transportation 
commercial carriers, whether it be Greyhound or some other com- 
mercial carrier, should be treated as second class citizens, dumped 
in some other part of the community, and then have to make their 
way to our major intermodal hub. So I think getting surface trans- 
portation and, again, accommodating all the other needs in that 
intermodal center, will be a great step forward. So I join in offering 
anything from our side of the aisle to move a successful completion 
of some of our previous efforts and the vision you are looking to es- 
tablish for the future. 

Let me say, finally, we cannot act at a better time on behalf of 
taxpayers and the people of the United States. To fulfill the proper 
vision for Union State, we may need to look at acquiring back some 
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of that air space that we sold or some of that space to make certain 
that we have adequate space and we can accommodate all modes 
at that intermodal center. So I am willing to work again with Ms. 
Norton and everyone to try to make certain that we have the blue- 
print and the physical capability of accommodating all of those 
modes. 

The other thing is we will never get better deals, either from peo- 
ple we might have to get some space back from or if we have to 
acquire new space. I had here today no buyer for Watergate at auc- 
tion. Property is distressed not just in our Nation’s capital, but 
across the land. So if we can acquire back space or we can acquire 
new and additional space by planning for the future, I think it will 
be a great plus for everyone, including the taxpayers. 

Finally, NoMa again an is important key component, and we 
have got to make it a success. It will be one of the most vibrant 
parts of this community in the future, and we are going to make 
certain that it is working with Ms. Norton and others. She does an 
incredible job representing the District, its interest in these type 
projects. And, finally, she said we are going to do it right, world 
class, and I am committed to whatever it takes and will join her 
in that effort. 

So I am pleased to be here and I know our Ranking Member, 
who isn’t here, Mr. Diaz-Balart — oh, I am sorry, well, he will come 
forward and said Amen after I am finished. 

[Laughter.] 

Mr. Mica. Thank you. I yield back to Mr. Diaz-Balart or to the 
Chair. 

Mr. Diaz-Balart. He was on a roll. 

Ms. Norton. Yes, we could see that, particularly when you got 
all the way over to NoMa. 

I do want you to know that part of what we are committed to 
do is to open up the back of Union Station to H Street, the NoMa 
side of Union Station. 

I am particularly pleased that the Ranking Member has joined 
us, because he has been a very important part of the bipartisan 
push for a world class intermodal Union Station from the very be- 
ginning, and I appreciate having him here today and am pleased 
now to ask Ms. Edwards if she has any opening remarks for us 
today. 

Ms. Edwards. Madam Chair, I will only say to Mr. Mica, Amen. 
I remember Union Station of old as a kid. I remember and have, 
of course, used Union Station that we know today, and I am look- 
ing forwards to working with you, Madam Chairwoman, and our 
Committee on building the Union Station of the 21st century that 
really does envision every mode of transportation, becomes really 
an example for this Country about how we can develop these hubs 
of transportation that serve multiple different needs of community, 
whether those are commercial needs, recreational needs, and basic 
multiple modes of transportation; and just look forward to con- 
tinuing to work with you on that. 

Union Station, when you travel to Union Station and you visit 
the other stations, particularly along the eastern corridor, Union 
Station actually really does stand out as an example of what we 
can do around transportation, and many of the other stations in 
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this corridor have gone through their own revisioning and revamp- 
ing as a result of the fine work that was done here; and I think 
that that, Madam Chairwoman, will actually continue into the fu- 
ture. So what we do here is really important not just to serve this 
city and the millions who come to visit here each year, but also to 
serve as a model for what will happen in these transportation hubs 
around the Country. 

Thank you very much. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you, Ms. Edwards. Ms. Edwards and I will 
be looking to the entire regional delegation, particularly as VRE 
and MARC expand. None of that can happen if Union Station re- 
mains as it is. 

With all respect, of course, to the Ranking Member of our Full 
Committee, I am pleased to welcome the real Ranking Member to 
offer opening remarks at this time, Mr. Diaz-Balart. 

Mr. Diaz-Balart. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. I apologize 
that I was a little late. I actually really need to say Amen to Ms. 
Edwards, Amen to Mr. Mica’s Amen. I think the Ranking Member 
has actually stated it very succinctly and, if that is all right with 
you, Madam Chairwoman, again, I thank you for your leadership. 
You have put together another great group of experts that I know 
have been waiting, so I would love to hear from them. Thank you 
very much. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you very much, Mr. Diaz-Balart. 

We are pleased now to hear from our first two witnesses. Let’s 
begin with Mr. Ball and then go to Mr. Leach. 

Mr. Ball is the President of the Union Station Redevelopment 
Corporation, David Ball. David Leach is the President and CEO of 
Greyhound Lines, Inc. 

Mr. Ball. 

TESTIMONY OF DAVID BALL, PRESIDENT, UNION STATION RE- 
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION; AND DAVID LEACH, PRESI- 
DENT & CEO, GREYHOUND LINES, INC. 

Mr. Ball. Chairman Norton, Ranking Member Diaz-Balart, and 
Members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to be here this after- 
noon on behalf of the Union Station Redevelopment Corporation, 
also known as USRC, to provide testimony support of The Congres- 
sional Vision for a 21st Century Union Station: New Intermodal 
Uses and a New Union Station Livable Community. It is important 
to note that USRC is the custodian for Union Station. 

Since last coming before this Committee in July 2008, USRC and 
other Union Station stakeholders have met and held serious discus- 
sions about constructing an intercity bus terminal at Union Sta- 
tion, which Greyhound would be a participant, increasing the inter- 
modal use of the station and how best to ensure that what we do 
today improves access and usability for the station’s constituents. 

USRC and its stakeholders view this opportunity as a chance to 
take a holistic approach to intermodal improvements at Union Sta- 
tion. We are framing solutions to reduce patron congestion in the 
Amtrak passenger concourse, to bring new retail opportunities into 
the station, to improve pedestrian and vehicular access in and 
around Columbus Plaza, to install a perimeter security bollard sys- 



6 


tem at that station, also, to work on an immediate solution to con- 
struct an intercity bus terminal in the parking garage. 

We look to gain new pedestrian access into the proposed intercity 
bus terminal via the WMATA pedestrian tunnel and the proposed 
vertical access shaft adjacent to H Street. We are doing this along 
with the installation of 10 new escalators in the parking garage to 
enhance patron egress and ingress. Our attention to these matters 
will improve the services rendered to our current intermodal trans- 
portation providers: WMATA buses, Metro subway, the tour buses, 
the D.C. Circulator, Amtrak, VRE, and MARC. 

Recent USRC successfully worked and obtained agency approval 
from the Commission of Fine Arts, the National Capital Planning 
Commission, and the D.C. State Historic Preservation Officer for 
the implementation of security upgrades at the station and the re- 
habilitation of Columbus Plaza. DDOT is preparing the bidding 
documents. As part of the Columbia Plaza improvements, WMATA 
will gain 10 free bus slips in the garage to enhance bus travel in 
the area. The D.C. Circulator currently runs two routes out of the 
garage. 

The draft Intermodal Transportation Center study being con- 
ducted by DDOT provided data and insight into the future uses 
and expectations of the Union Station complex. The ITC identified 
the northern portion of the garage as the most feasible location for 
an intercity bus terminal. The majority of stakeholders concur that 
the best location for an intercity bus terminal was in the north end 
of the garage. 

In February 2009, Representative Mica requested that Amtrak, 
Greyhound, USRC, and the District meet in his office to discuss 
Greyhound’s tenancy at Union Station. His directions were clear: 
think outside the box; don’t be limited by lease lines or contractual 
issues. His goal was to make the intercity bus terminal work. 

The best solution that seemed to work for the stakeholders was 
locating the intercity bus terminal in the north end of the bus deck 
and creating a vertical connection from the H Street bridge to the 
WMATA pedestrian tunnel. This plan would allow patrons to come 
directly from Metro to gain access to the intercity bus terminal via 
walking a short distance through a climate controlled, well lit 
walkway to reach their destination. It would improve passenger 
flow at the Union Station Metro station and reduce potential traffic 
flow problems in the Amtrak passenger areas. The intercity bus 
terminal would be designed to have a prominent presence on H 
Street. 

In May, Representative Norton, you and I met to discuss our 
progress to date. Even though we were on the right track, you re- 
quested that we find a way to speed up the process to construct 
this intercity bus terminal. To that end, USRC and Greyhound 
have engaged an engineering firm to investigate the physical limi- 
tations of the existing bus deck to determine where utilities can be 
found to support the new use. 

The results of that study are due in August. Once the cost for 
the delivery of the utilities and the structural carrying capacity of 
the deck has been identified, a cost can be established for building 
the terminal. The stakeholders will focus on this data and we 
should be able to make end-user, design, construction, financing, 
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and scheduling decisions by late this fall. That is our goal. Most 
recently, USRC has provided the new Greyhound management 
with a site tour of the garage and we have also received their con- 
currence that the north end of the bus deck is most situated for the 
terminal. 

We look forward to working with Greyhound and all other par- 
ties to make the intercity bus terminal a reality for Union Station. 

At this time, I want to thank you, and I would be pleased to an- 
swer any questions that you may have. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you very much, Mr. Ball. 

Mr. Leach. 

Mr. Leach. Chairwoman Norton and Members of the Sub- 
committee, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today 
to discuss Greyhound’s plans to relocate to Washington Union Sta- 
tion. Greyhound is eager to move its operations to Union Station 
and has been actively engaged in discussions focused on making 
that happen. I greatly appreciate your strong support for that ini- 
tiative. 

When I appeared before you a year ago, I said that after years 
of off and on again efforts, forces were converging that made me 
optimistic that plans could be finalized for Greyhound to move to 
Union Station in the fairly near future. 

My optimism proved premature. Because of concerns of various 
parties, Greyhound went through a series of four options, as out- 
lined in my testimony, for its relocation to Union Station. Finally, 
when various parties suggested that our relocation be delayed until 
a further expansion of the bus deck for the long-range Burnham 
Place development, we dug our heels in. 

Our position was that although we strongly supported the long- 
range Union Station plans, Greyhound’s move to Union Station 
needed to be, and could be, completed in a much shorter time 
frame on the existing bus deck. Our surveys indicated that even at 
peak periods, buses occupied less than one-third of the bus deck 
parking spaces. 

Since the May 7th, 2009 congressional letter urging that Grey- 
hound be moved to Union Station expeditiously, there have been a 
series of discussions among the major relevant parties. Out of those 
discussions, I believe a consensus has emerged on a plan to create 
an intercity bus terminal on the existing bus deck. Here are the 
key parts of the plan as I see it: 

First, I believe that all parties are in agreement that the location 
of the intercity bus terminal on the rear of the bus deck, toward 
H Street, is the preferred option. This is Option 1 in my prepared 
testimony. 

Second, there needs to be a feasibility study to determine any 
weight restrictions for the terminal and issues with regard to util- 
ity access. Greyhound and USRC have agreed to split the cost of 
that feasibility study, which is about to start. We hope that it can 
be completed in about 30 days. 

Third, the completion of the Metro tunnel to H Street, with mov- 
ing walkways and vertical access to the bus deck, is essential to the 
location of the bus terminal at the rear of the deck. This also has 
major benefit to residents and office workers in NoMa in that it 
provides climate controlled, convenient access to Union Station. 
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Fourth, funding of the tunnel and vertical access is a critical 
issue. DDOT has indicated that it intends to make available exist- 
ing Federal planning funds for the design and engineering work on 
the tunnel and vertical access. Other sources of funding will need 
to be identified for the construction. 

Fifth, existing easements that will be impacted by the tunnel and 
vertical access must be identified and addressed. 

Sixth, USRC and Greyhound must negotiate agreement for lease 
for the space for the terminal and buses. Both parties have indi- 
cated a willingness to start negotiating in the near future. 

Seventh, other uses of the bus deck must be addressed. DDOT 
has indicated an interest in moving all of the curbside operators to 
the bus deck so that it can be a complete intercity bus terminal like 
the Boston South Station. Greyhound does not object to that ap- 
proach, but it must be done in a comprehensive manner that pro- 
vides equity in both access and cost-sharing. 

Eighth, the bus terminal must be constructed. Greyhound has 
committed to pay for the construction of the terminal if it is a 
Greyhound facility, and has already expended considerable re- 
sources on design and location. 

Ninth, timeliness needs to be identified and adhered to. Grey- 
hound has suggested to all parties that a realistic goal for comple- 
tion and occupancy of the bus terminal is three years from now. 

Tenth, Greyhound must sell its NoMa location in order to free 
that property up for future development. Greyhound fully intends 
to do so, although not until its future at Union Station is secure. 

In closing, we have got a lot of work to do to make an intercity 
bus terminal at Union Station a reality. But based on recent devel- 
opments, I have a renewed sense of optimism that it can be done. 
Chairwoman Norton, your strong support for this project has been 
essential to getting us to this point and will be critical to its suc- 
cessful completion. Thank you very much for that support. I would 
be happy to answer any questions that you may have. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you very much, Mr. Leach. I appreciate the 
detail in your testimony. 

First, let me start with a more general question to Mr. Ball. 

The Union Station Development Act, of course, indicates that 
transportation is the raison d’etre of the facility and, of course, par- 
ticularly today, when rail, light rail, public transportation of all 
kinds is what Congress and the President are focused on. We want 
to keep to that focus. 

But as we look at what happened, finally, with Union Station in 
the 1980s, we got through almost the end of the century before we 
brought Union Station into the 20th century, and, as you know, 
even then Congress, with its mandate for a 21st century true inter- 
modal facility, looking at some facilities that were springing up al- 
ready around the Country, envisioned a 21st century even as we 
were applauding finally getting into the 20th century. And we 
were, we were delighted with the new facility, and, of course, even 
that is undergoing a makeover. 

I would like to hear your vision. Indeed, I would like to know 
whether the Corporation has itself designed a plan that it would 
then submit to Congress for accomplishing the intermodal vision 
that Congress has on paper, but obviously set up the Corporation 
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to deliver. Has the board ever charged you or you gone to the board 
and said if we are going to make this happen, we have got to do 
what any master developer would do; we would put on paper what 
the plan is to achieve this grand intermodal vision that Congress 
keeps talking about so that they know what resources are nec- 
essary, what time frame we envision as possible, etcetera? Has that 
ever happened? 

Mr. Ball. Ms. Norton, back in 2000 — I want to say it was prob- 
ably 2000, maybe 2000 when Tom Nelson, I think was president of 
Amtrak, he did what was considered a 10-year master plan for 
Union Station; interviewed all the stakeholders, public/private, 
neighborhood constituents, and took a look in terms of what was 
going on at the station, how they viewed the station. 

And a couple of things that came out was that the access to and 
from Union Station was hard to get in; handicap accessibility from 
Union Station up to Capitol Hill did not exist; the cobblestone 
pavements in Columbus Plaza were not in good repair. Out of that 
10-year master plan we have finally moved through all our hurdles 
and got the okay from the Commission of Fine Arts, NCPC to redo 
Columbus Plaza; a new traffic circle, new lights, improvements. It 
is a whole new look at Union Station; bollards in front of Union 
Station. That was 10 years ago. 

To answer your question, we can always go back and do a 10- 
year look in terms of where Union Station is. When we did it last 
year, we understand that ridership from Amtrak has increased 
over the period of time. There is more use of Union Station. When 
we went before the board, we increased our parking garage a cou- 
ple years ago, we started the garage expansion program and put 
the new parking space in parking garage. 

During that same time period, the last three years the retail side 
of the station was sold, so we have been working with the devel- 
oper, trying to understand his concept; working with the developer 
in terms of getting his plans to the Commission of Fine Arts and 
really trying to put the pieces together. At the same time, Amtrak’s 
ridership has grown. 

So a lot of things have happened to the station. We are really 
trying to figure out what this nut is that we have. So between the 
meetings that we have with the stakeholders, I believe we are in 
a good position to sort of understand what we need to do just in 
the next couple of years just to make the station work for the peo- 
ple that are in there today. So I hope that answers your question. 

Ms. Norton. Well, it is certainly important what you are doing, 
because the master plan notion in the station, which is rapidly 
being changed, regardless of what you do, means that you are try- 
ing to keep up with current very rapidly changing conditions, and 
I appreciate the master plan notion. 

However, you will note that here we have VRE and MARC ex- 
panding great distances. Some of that funding, I believe, has al- 
ready begun in planning and design. That is going to happen some- 
how. The kind of planning I am talking about envisions a Burnham 
Place. I mean, it is in keeping with Congress’s grand vision. You 
can’t always put in place a grand vision, but the point is to know 
where you are going. 
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And the 10-year master plan is extremely important because 
Union Station is experiencing great changes just by the pressures 
being brought on you; the new pressures on Amtrak, the new pres- 
sure on intercity rail, the demand for biking, the culture transition 
that is finally happening in our society as we finally understand 
the limits of automobile travel. All eyes focused really on various 
kinds of rail. 

This Congress, having reauthorized Amtrak, $13 billion into Am- 
trak, which had been starved. Competition, now several years com- 
pleted, for Burnham Place. The kind of plan I am talking about is 
not a true master plan, but master development plan. It is the kind 
of plan that, for example, we did here in Congress when we passed 
the Southeast Federal Center Act. We need to know here, for the 
first time, almost 50 acres of Federal land along M Street we were 
going to open up and create what amounted to a new section of 
Washington, D.C. Well, we didn’t say, well, we need a developer 
here and a developer there; we said what is the grand vision. Well, 
out of the grand vision we quickly began to fill in the spots and 
places. 

I am asking whether or not anyone on the board or you have in 
mind, given what we already know about the plans, which take us 
a long way now forward from where we are, structurally forward, 
whether or not you believe that it is time to have a 21st century 
plan for Union Station and whether you believe you have the ca- 
pacity to produce such a plan. 

Mr. Ball. Well, if I understand your question correctly, yes, we 
believe in a growing Union Station, the intermodal use, and take 
a look at what is called just the Union Station complex, the area 
within Union Station, how that should actually be looked at and 
used. And we have done that to a point. We may not have “the 
plan” written down or developed and written down, but from the 
ownership that encircles Union Station, we are in constant talk 
with them in sort of understanding where they are, what needs to 
be done at the station. So we don’t operate within a vacuum, but 
we look to the outside developers, the ones who have ideas, that 
can bring new ideas, and we try to work with them and see Union 
Station sort of like the hub, and we support their activities. 

If you want us to come back and develop what you would con- 
sider sort of like a master development plan so you can get an idea 
where the different pods go, that can be done; we can look at some- 
thing like that. That is not a problem. 

Ms. Norton. The reason that I ask, Mr. Ball, is that if this vi- 
sion that Congress talks about all the time is to come about, guess 
what? Congress is going to have to come up with some funds too. 
If Greyhound wants to move in, we would have to make a decision 
if they were going to have exclusive control and what that would 
be worth to them. There are decisions that would have to be made, 
and I tell you one thing. It is hard enough to get money if there 
is a grand plan, but it is impossible if Congress doesn’t see some- 
thing that looks worthwhile. 

So you have got Members of Congress talking about the grand 
plan as if you could go ahead and do it tomorrow, when there is 
not a plan. If the President, for example, were to say here is the 
ultimate stimulus package; we are going to do exactly what FDR 
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did. If you go to Constitution Avenue and Independence Avenue 
today, every cornerstone has some 1930s on it, because he used the 
stimulus funds to build the whole Federal network. We are not in 
a position to even ask for those funds because we don’t have that 
kind of plan. 

Let me go to Mr. Leach. Yes, I think such a plan is in order. I 
think it is very important so that we know where we are going, 
even though how long it would take to get there, what its compo- 
nent parts are, what the needs are, what the finances would look 
like, what is the undone business so that we don’t go, step by step, 
to have people come to us to say, for example, they can’t lease even 
unleased spaces for buses. 

Let me ask you this, Mr. Ball. Has Amtrak ever said to you that 
for any reason the management of Amtrak opposes buses in Union 
Station? 

Mr. Ball. No. 

Ms. Norton. Have they expressed any compunction about buses 
in Union Station? 

Mr. Ball. Not so much buses directly, but just the fact that their 
passenger waiting room is tight. We just need to make certain that 
if buses come, that we can provide services to Amtrak travelers as 
well as Greyhound travelers. 

Ms. Norton. Has that matter, which is perfectly legitimate, ever 
been presented to Congress for whatever help Congress might pro- 
vide? And I am not here suggesting that it has help to provide, but 
has anyone ever had a request based on Amtrak’s concerns? It 
seems to me a legitimate concern. 

Mr. Ball. I don’t know the answer to that. 

Ms. Norton. Well, you are the man in charge. I would expect it 
to come from you. I will ask the Amtrak president when he steps 
forward. But, again, I am trying to look at whether or not anybody 
wants this to happen enough to make it happen and to make us 
make it happen and to make the other actors make it happen, be- 
cause I can tell you something, we can’t even get a bill out of Com- 
mittee or Subcommittee if we don’t make it happen. 

Mr. Ball. I understand. We will look at, as you said, and we will 
also look to the ITC study for some of the data collection in terms 
of actually taking a look at the overall picture. 

Ms. Norton. Well, I would appreciate that, Mr. Ball. 

Mr. Leach, is it your understanding that Amtrak had some oppo- 
sition to Greyhound moving into Union Station? 

Mr. Leach. It is exactly as Mr. Ball had expressed. There was 
a significant concern about congestion in the head house with the 
inclusion of Greyhound’s ticketing facilities in the head house. So 
that is why we looked at the back end of the bus deck as a separate 
bus facility area, so that we could get around the congestion issue. 

Ms. Norton. Have you reached agreement on that? 

Mr. Leach. We have. 

Ms. Norton. I think your testimony indicated that you have. 

Before I go forward, I would like to ask the Ranking Member if 
he has any questions. 

Before I go to Ms. Edwards, I note that Ms. Markey is here and 
wonder if she has any opening remarks before we continue with 
Ms. Edwards. 
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Ms. Markey. No thank you, Madam Speaker. Thank you, 
though. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you very much, Ms. Markey. 

Ms. Edwards, have you any questions? 

Ms. Edwards. Just a couple of questions, because I am very in- 
terested in the planning aspect of this, and I think that it really 
is important to take a vision with all of the stakeholders at the 
table and then come up with an idea, and there is going to be a 
lot of push and pull, I think, along the way. 

One of my questions is how do you then envision both what hap- 
pens, or ought to happen, at Union Station with what is going on 
in the suburbs with VRE and MARC, and are those considered, 
then, partners at the table? And there is a lot of activity going on 
at our MARC stations and we did get, in fact, stimulus money and 
other resources to expand some of our MARC capacities in Mary- 
land. That is going to have a huge impact, actually, on Union Sta- 
tion, but I am trying to envision what the planning table looks like 
for the purposes of creating this 21st century vision for Union Sta- 
tion. And if that doesn’t happen now, how does it happen if you 
want to get resources? 

Mr. Ball. If you are directing that question to me, in terms of 
VRE and MARC, we work with Amtrak, who actually brings the 
trains into Union Station and has to deal with their passengers on 
a day-to-day basis. So the problems or opportunities that Amtrak 
has with MARC and VRE are known to our office through Amtrak. 
So Amtrak is aware. If Amtrak is aware, we are aware. So we work 
in a partnership like that. 

Ms. Edwards. But MARC is bringing — I know people out in my 
district, especially the farther reaches, and then when you get out 
to areas like Bowie, if they are getting on the MARC train, maybe 
they are coming in as commuters to then get on Metro. I mean, 
they are using Union Station as sort of that transfer point for them 
for regular commuting. 

Mr. Ball. The most critical aspect, as I understand it, is basi- 
cally platform space and holding space for the trains on the plat- 
forms, and that is Amtrak’s sort of like long-term issue in terms 
of how do you actually bring trains in and get them out, because 
most of the trains from MARC, they actually dead-head into the 
station, so they sit on the platforms, other trains come in. So it has 
to do with capacity, where tracks are located, where platforms are 
located, and how they travel. So those are, I want to say, inher- 
ently rail issues, but the end result is that they do deposit people 
in Union Station. 

So we can work with the movement of people. We try to free up 
passengers. We have done a lot of movement studies within Union 
Station itself to see how people move, how to go back. Some deals 
with WMATA, who is not here today, but just for the ability of 
commuters to exit out of Union Station at the north end, because 
there is just not enough capacity to exit the number of people out 
of the north end of Union Station when the commuter rails come 
in. 

So we do see the same problem that you see. No matter how 
many people come in from the suburbs, there is the fact that, when 
you come to Union Station, we need to be able to get the people 
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out easily and quickly as they leave the station. So we understand 
that and we are working on that. 

Ms. Edwards. Well, I guess I wonder, following up on the Chair- 
woman’s question and concern, that if you are not looking at sort 
of the entire footprint and saying, well, what do we need to do for 
WMATA purposes on Metro and bus, what do we need to do for 
VRE and MARC and Amtrak, and to really turn this into a hub 
for other modes of transportation, where is the place and who orga- 
nizes how that footprint is designed? 

Mr. Ball. That data that you just asked for, a lot of that is found 
in the ITC study that is being done by DDOT. They have done 
polls, they have done surveys to understand where people are going 
and where people are moving. So that information is in that and 
they have identified some solutions in terms of moving people from 
point A to point B, east, west, north, and south. 

So when that document is published, it will give you a pretty 
good footprint of what is at Union Station, who is coming to Union 
Station, who uses Union Station, the access points of Union Station 
and the problems. So once that document comes out, that will sort 
of give us a viable footprint to sort of follow and understand all the 
issues that you just mentioned. 

Ms. Edwards. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you very much, Ms. Edwards. 

Ms. Markey, do you want to listen some more before you ask any 
questions or do you have any questions at this time? 

Ms. Markey. I don’t have any questions at this time. I am really 
here to learn more about this plan. Thank you. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you. We are glad to have you. This is a facil- 
ity that Congress envisioned as a model intermodal transportation 
center for the Country, and we are trying to kick it to the next 
step. 

Now, I have spoken of Greyhound because Greyhound has been 
energetic, because the District of Columbia, frankly, would like 
Greyhound to move from where they are, if at all possible, to this 
center because Greyhound, among other inter-bus transportation 
services, had to contend with how you in fact deal with people who 
want to get on a bus and get off a bus. I was personally mortified 
to see my constituents, especially as bus travel became more and 
more necessary and economical, to see them waiting out in front 
of public buildings in order to get buses, as if this were some, shall 
we say, third class city, because we were not providing inter-bus 
transportation. 

Now, by mentioning Greyhound, I make no judgment about who 
should be in the station. I want to know whether or not, Mr. Ball, 
you have been in touch with other intercity bus companies. Are 
there others who wish to get slots at Union Station at this time 
and what is the status of those inquiries or any action in response 
to those inquiries? 

Mr. Ball. We did do a survey and talked to several of the bus 
companies that do, I want to say, curbside pickup in the District 
at this time. Some of them believe that because how their constitu- 
ents catch the bus, they sort of have preferred locations for the 
buses. I have worked with Greyhound just in terms of looking for 
their expertise in seeing how they actually design a bus facility. 
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Greyhound may not be the dominant person in that, they may be 
a small participant, but they have enough knowledge about how 
bus terminals work, movement of people that we need their exper- 
tise in here in terms of designing an intercity bus terminal in the 
parking garage. 

So, again, we want their partnership, but we do need their sup- 
port as we go through to make intercity bus facility actually be 
able to function correctly. 

Ms. Norton. Now, is there competition going on among bus com- 
panies who may want access to the station, or how does one get 
slots at Union Station? 

Mr. Ball. I don’t 

Ms. Norton. What is the status of bus service coming to Union 
Station right now, with Mr. Leach or any other bus service? What 
is the status? How close are we with what bus companies? 

Mr. Ball. I think 

Ms. Norton. Pursuant to what process? 

Mr. Ball. I think we are close to working with Greyhound. On 
the other bus companies, we did send out a survey, and, again, a 
lot of the bus companies are not interested in leaving their current 
location. 

Ms. Norton. Let me just say a word about that, because we in 
the District of Columbia, who are trying to clean up our air, are 
not trying to facilitate people who pick up people on the side and 
let them off on the side. And I understand why that — they don’t 
have to pay, for one thing, to in fact have a facility, and yet they 
are in competition with people who do have a facility. 

Now, they offer lower fares, and that is one of the reasons why 
we want them there, but a city of this size can hardly tolerate in- 
creasing numbers of bus companies that are leaving people off at 
any curb they happen to find vacant. Then the city gets all kinds 
of complaints about traffic, which is already among the most con- 
gested in the Country. So I think you are right, but their pref- 
erence is not the preference of either this Committee, the Congress, 
or the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Ball. And we will work in concert with DDOT in terms of 
how these curbside buses are picked up. 

Ms. Norton. And I am sure DDOT doesn’t have any alternative 
now. That is why we are trying to see if there are alternatives that 
can be provided at Union Station so that we could curb curbside. 
Maybe we wouldn’t get rid of them all, but we really don’t need to 
have people in the middle of the day or the middle of rush hour 
being let off and picked up in downtown Washington. 

It absolutely goes against everything we are trying to do. We are 
trying to get people to get on buses, but not intercity buses. The 
kind of buses we are trying to get them on keep them going back 
and forth to the suburbs. So we don’t want to set up something at 
odds with the overall transportation goals of the region and of the 
Country, and that is something we are going to have to work on. 

Now, I don’t know the extent to which what you are doing with 
Mr. Leach or others would in fact drink up some of this curbside 
need. Do you have any idea? How many bus companies are out 
there letting people off and taking them on as if this were the 
Metro? How many are out there today? 
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Mr. Ball. Well, when we did a survey, it was either 10, 12, or 
13. They operate under different names, different postures. So it 
probably about 10, I would think. 

Ms. Norton. Mr. Leach, this has become fairly common. Of 
course, they cost less because they don’t have any overhead, and 
I know you don’t consider that the best competition. We, of course, 
love the fact that our people can get the cheapest transportation, 
but we are very, very firmly committed to climate change and to 
easing congestion. So I would like to know how what we see here 
compares with other large cities. 

Mr. Leach. Well, if I may, there were several questions I would 
like to comment on, Chairwoman. 

There are 15 bus operators that operate into Washington, D.C. 
that are private sector intercity bus operators. All of those 

Ms. Norton. Fifteen different services, are you saying? 

Mr. Leach. Fifteen different operators. And depending on who 
owns them, as Mr. Ball said, depends on how you classify them. 
For example, Greyhound runs an intercity bus service under the 
brand of Greyhound, but we also run a curbside service under the 
brand BoltBus. That is a wholly owned subsidiary of ours. 

Ms. Norton. So you decided you better get in the curbside busi- 
ness or else this competition would just be a bit much. 

Mr. Leach. Actually, there are two different consumer groups. 
The Greyhound business traditionally is friends and family going 
to see other friends and family in other cities around the Country. 

Ms. Norton. What is the difference in cost between going, you 
know, luxury Greyhound style and going through your subsidiary? 

Mr. Leach. The walk-up fares are identical, or very close, within 
three or four dollars. But on the curbside, depending on market de- 
mand, you shift the price. So you may get a seat for a dollar, you 
may get a seat for ten dollars, depending on the demand on that 
particular schedule on that particular day. It is a yield managed 
service, which is easy to do on a city pair specific basis. 

But when you are dealing with a national network, where you 
are going from Washington to Los Angeles or Denver, something 
like that, the consumer is a different consumer with a different 
need, and they are accessing a national network. 

So you have two different consumer needs. You have this city 
pair specific 

Ms. Norton. Well, now, do we have that, how these two different 
consumer needs are being met throughout the United States? 

Mr. Leach. In the U.S. northeast they are. 

Ms. Norton. In what? 

Mr. Leach. In the U.S. northeast. So in Washington, Philly, in 
the large metropolitan centers where you have heavy congestion, 
we have a different lifestyle requirement, where there is more of 
a predominance of use of public transportation. In the rural parts 
of the Country, a curbside operation like BoltBus wouldn’t have the 
same reason for being as it does here; there is more of a require- 
ment to travel larger distances with more members of family and 
for longer periods of time. 

Ms. Norton. Do you have curbside service at K Street, N.E.? 

Mr. Leach. We do. 

Ms. Norton. That is your only service? 
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Mr. Leach. Yes. 

Ms. Norton. Drop-off and pickup service? 

Mr. Leach. Correct. And that is the BoltBus or curbside oper- 
ation. 

Ms. Norton. That is K Street, N.E. and what? 

Mr. Leach. I am not 100 percent sure of the cross street, but we 
can certainly get that for you. 

Ms. Norton. Is that near the old Greyhound and Trail ways bus 
station? Is it the Convention Center site? What is the location of 
your drop-off and pickup? Northeast doesn’t sound right. 

Mr. Leach. I will get it for you. 

Ms. Norton. But it is one location? 

Mr. Leach. It is one, yes. 

Ms. Norton. And if it is K Street, N.W., I can only ask you if 
that is a favorite location for pickup and drop-off. 

Mr. Leach. The location is one where we felt the consumer need 
was there, so that is why we are positioned there. 

Ms. Norton. K Street, that is one of the most awkward streets 
in Washington. 

Mr. Leach. I don’t disagree with you at all, Chairwoman. In fact, 
we are 

Ms. Norton. We have to ask D.C. how they figure this out with 
you, because this must have had the sign-off by DDOT. 

Mr. Leach. Yes, there were numerous discussions. There are 
other competitors in the marketplace. We looked at where they 
were picking up and chose similar locations to where they were 
picking up. 

Ms. Norton. Well, now, are they picking up? Where are they 
picking up, also along the K Street corridor? 

Mr. Leach. Exactly where we were picking up. In fact, they were 
there first, so we went in afterwards. 

Ms. Norton. So everybody comes to K Street? 

Mr. Leach. There are several carriers that come to K Street. 
There are other carriers that don’t. And I will have to get you those 
locations if you want the specifics. 

Ms. Norton. And we will ask D.C. how they came to that. So 
you think at least they converge on one terribly crowded spot to 
pick up. 

Mr. Leach. Right. 

If I may, though, I think the point I was trying to make is that 
those network passengers, or the Greyhound traditional pas- 
sengers, need a facility to transfer. They are traveling through 
Washington, D.C. as much as they are traveling to and from Wash- 
ington, D.C., so there is a requirement for a facility. A curbside op- 
erator doesn’t necessarily need that transfer facility because people 
are originating or ending their trips at this location. 

I think it is important also to note that there are other cities 

Ms. Norton. Actually, I understand that perfectly. But I also un- 
derstand a lot about congestion, air pollution, and the most crowd- 
ed section of the city. At some point we are going to have to make 
a decision in the city and in the Congress about what the tradeoffs 
there, because we want low-cost service. We understand the dif- 
ference between having to make a connection and going on your 
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regular Greyhound service and just needing to get from here to 
New York the cheapest way you can. 

But we just passed a climate change bill. We are just trying to 
get people to get off the streets to use buses when they are trav- 
eling, rather than automobiles. This does that to some extent, far 
less so than your other facility. So that is something that needs 
some policy consideration is all I am saying, and we need to work 
with the city to see what their concerns are. 

Mr. Leach. Agreed. And DDOT has expressed a desire to put all 
intercity bus operators into Union Station, for the record. They 
have asked us to consider that and we certainly do that in other 
cities. 

Ms. Norton. So DDOT has made a formal request that all of 
these facilities be put at Union Station. 

Mr. Leach. They have expressed a desire to consider that. I don’t 
think it is a formal request or a direction, but certainly have asked 
us to consider having all of the bus operators at one location. 

Ms. Norton. Because, of course, they are trying to not be at odds 
with their own climate change policy and their own congestion pol- 
icy. 

Mr. Leach. Correct. 

Ms. Norton. Ms. Edwards? 

Ms. Edwards. Just one question. 

Mr. Ball, what is the relative value of a location on site at Union 
Station to a commercial bus operator? 

Mr. Ball. The buses, I think, are 10 feet wide by 45 feet long. 
It is 779 a month. 

Ms. Edwards. I am talking about commercial value. 

Mr. Ball. In terms of 

Ms. Edwards. If I were at an airport and the airport authority 
gave me permission to operate a ticket center or ticket counter at 
the airport, there is a value attached to that. What is the value of 
being able to operate out of Union Station? 

Mr. Ball. I think it is a strong intrinsic value to be at Union 
Station for all the services that are offered. If you have clients 
come and they can eat, they have a place to use the rest room. So 
the value is very beneficial to whomever uses Union Station. 

Ms. Edwards. So there is a commercial value. So, for example, 
if one had to compete for those spots at Union Station, could that 
be a kind of healthy competition, to be able to operate out of Union 
Station? 

Mr. Ball. I think that it could be, yes. 

Ms. Edwards. So just for Union Station and its own operations 
and maintenance, why restrict that to one operator over another 
operator, or why not put it out for bid? I am just asking a question. 
I don’t really know very much about this, but why not put it out 
for competition if it actually has some commercial value that could 
be of benefit for Union Station’s ongoing operations? 

Mr. Ball. To answer your question, we do not discriminate 
against the different users. Some of the buses, talking about the 
curbside buses, they don’t want to pay for parking. They don’t want 
to pay. They don’t want to pay. Now, if that location were they 
were parking for free is not there, then they would understand the 
benefits of coming to Union Station, paying whatever fee is at 
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Union Station, and their customers would also reap the same bene- 
fits. 

Ms. Edwards. Right. So if there were some public policy reason 
that the District of Columbia decided that it didn’t want all those 
buses at the curbside operating, there would be some, at least, com- 
petition for access to Union Station if it were serving as a hub. So 
we wouldn’t just be having a conversation about Greyhound oper- 
ating at Union Station. 

Mr. Ball. Correct. And I do believe that DDOT is working on a 
policy for the curbside buses, to get them off the streets. Then our 
facility would be one of the facilities where they can park. 

Ms. Edwards. So as part of your thinking, though, do you envi- 
sion that — I mean, when I hear the description from Mr. Leach 
about the possibility of Greyhound basically developing its own fa- 
cility, etcetera, Mr. Leach, you would envision that you own that, 
right? It is yours. So my question is why not Union Station and 
simply lease it out? 

Mr. Leach. If I may answer that, we threw that option out as 
a motivator for Union Station and the folks in the station because 
we are a private sector organization with cash, and if cash is an 
issue in construction, then that is what we do. We own bus termi- 
nals all over the United States. We operate in 137 intermodal fa- 
cilities and we are experts at doing this. And there is more than 
one way to skin the cat, and if USRC wants to own the facility, 
then we are more than willing to rent space. That is one business 
model that works very well. 

We have other ones where it is built by the community, by the 
State, by the Federal Government, where we have a head lease and 
we sublease to other carriers. There are clear rules and regulations 
to make sure that all intercity bus operations are treated fairly in 
the Country. We are the largest carrier, so we have to provide lead- 
ership in that role, but we do that everywhere else in the Country, 
and I don’t know why we couldn’t do it here. 

Ms. Edwards. And I guess, going forward, I am interested to 
know what the relative cost or benefit is to the public, to Union 
Station so that there is some sense that there is actually a fair deal 
that is really struck for the public. 

Mr. Leach. And I think the answer to that question is the inter- 
modal connectivity of the modes of transportation. In the north- 
eastern part of the United States, again, that Washington to New 
York/Boston corridor, Greyhound itself moves upwards of 10 mil- 
lion people, and we have no access other than to carry luggage, 
suitcases and such, through the snow in the winter from our cur- 
rent facility, which we own and operate, to Union Station; and from 
a national transportation strategy perspective, it is lunacy. 

People should be able to get from public transportation to private 
sector transportation just as easily as they do from public to public; 
and there is a whole asset sitting there that would facilitate that. 
So we are not asking for preferential treatment as Greyhound; we 
are asking as an industry access to an intermodal transportation 
facility in one of the largest cities in the Country. 

Ms. Edwards. Thank you very much. 

Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. 
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Ms. Norton. Thank you, Ms. Edwards, because you were getting 
toward, it seems to me, the salient question here. Now, Greyhound 
owns property. It was to leave property it owns. Guess what? It 
would sell that property. Now, as I expressed earlier, we don’t have 
a preference for whoever it is, but the first issue is if Greyhound 
wanted to be there and somebody else or other folks, first let me 
go back to Mr. Leach’s offer of a useful division about two tiers. 

Working with the District of Columbia, we might decide that we 
wanted two tiers in Union Station. That is a possible policy deci- 
sion given our huge, huge — it is impossible to overemphasize our 
concern about air pollution and climate issues and congestion 
issues here in Washington. We could make that policy decision if 
it were ever put to us. That is why we are having this oversight 
hearing today, to see what are the outstanding decisions. So you 
could have a two tier system. 

Nevertheless, you get back to competition. We don’t do things 
otherwise. Now, a decision could be made, and I am the last one 
to suggest what decision it would be, but at least let me pose a hy- 
pothetical. If the Federal Government is facing the need to provide 
infrastructure for bus facilities and it decides that it cannot pony 
up the money, it could make a policy decision that a user might 
do so after the appropriate negotiations to allow that to happen. 

Or you could use some of what Mr. Leach was suggesting that 
happens all over the Country, you know, the city could be asked 
to kick in, the Federal Government could be asked to kick in. Both 
of them want this to occur. There could be public/private. If the 
provider were to do it, that wouldn’t do it by itself. There are all 
kinds of infrastructure and the provider would want to talk with 
the Federal Government, who is, even as I speak, with a new 
transportation bill, looking at Union Station to see what funds 
should go to Union Station. So there are many different ways to 
proceed. 

Mr. Ball, we can’t know what to do if there is not somebody in 
charge putting forward a plan that says to the Committee and to 
the Congress here are your options. We need policy direction on 
what to do. This I see, though. I see exactly what I saw on M 
Street, lost value. It was property that the Federal Government 
owned along M Street, the Southeast Federal Center, some of the 
most valuable property on the east coast sitting there fallow. 

The Congress has not been oblivious to lost value at Union Sta- 
tion. Air rights. So we have gone and tried to capture the value 
above the tracks, and the value right there before us is unused and 
we don’t have a plan or a request for how to get value out of that 
space. That, Mr. Ball, is the issue before the man in charge, and 
last time I heard that was you. That is why more than a 10-year 
plan or a 2-year plan is necessary to get anything done in Wash- 
ington, and certainly out of the Congress. That has to be settled. 

If we are going to pay for it — because I can tell you this much, 
we are not going to pay for everything. We have got to find creative 
ways to pay for things today. And if there had been such a plan, 
it would have been up to Ms. Edwards and I and the regional dele- 
gation to get some stimulus money to start that happening. That 
is how you move things in Washington. 
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So I am concerned as to how we get there and what kind of guid- 
ance is going to be necessary without suggesting which is the pre- 
ferred way, because, to be frank with you, no one has put before 
us the options that allow us to weigh them, to cost them out, and 
to see what the value is for the District of Columbia as well as for 
the United States Government. We need to have that. 

I take it that you have already decided, Mr. Leach, that it would 
be added value if you moved. So at least you would be in the run- 
ning. Is that true? 

Mr. Leach. Without question. 

Ms. Norton. Have you ever had serious discussions about what 
it would take for you to become a provider, taking on some of what 
otherwise the public, District of Columbia, or the Government 
would do? Have you ever thought about that or had those discus- 
sions with anyone connected with the Corporation? 

Mr. Leach. We have had discussions with Mr. Ball about Grey- 
hound head-leasing the facility, about Greyhound owning the facil- 
ity, about Greyhound providing management of the bus section of 
the facility, subleasing or at least facilitating the management of 
the subleasing of the facility. We do this all the time, all over the 
Country, and we have that expertise, so we have offered that ex- 
pertise, I have offered it, all the resources that Greyhound can 
bring to bear to assist USRC in the development of an intermodal 
facility and the planning of such. 

Ms. Norton. What is the status of those talks? 

Mr. Leach. Right now, we have agreed that the best place to put 
an intercity bus facility is on the back end of the bus deck. We are 
now looking at a feasibility study — half paid for by Greyhound, half 
paid for by USRC — to look at what it is going to take to put that 
facility there. And there are several needs, infrastructure, physical 
plant changes that are going to be required, as I laid out in my tes- 
timony, so we are at that stage right now. 

Ms. Norton. Who do you expect to provide them, Mr. Leach? 

Mr. Leach. Between ourselves and USRC we will provide that 
feasibility study. 

Ms. Norton. So you would be willing to share in those infra- 
structure improvements in return for locating, co-locating at Union 
Station? 

Mr. Leach. I think it is important that it has to be cost-effective 
for Greyhound, so we need to keep that in mind. But certainly, as 
Greyhound’s investment in bus facility in this city, we are there 
and we are certainly prepared to do that. 

Ms. Norton. That is the kind of thing that can’t happen without 
a larger vision and plan before us. 

Mr. Ball, at our hearing last year, we had public testimony. I 
would like to follow up on the status of the complaints from the 
public, for example, photographers. Can an ordinary photographer 
come into Union Station and begin to shoot pictures unobstructed 
today? 

Mr. Ball. To my understanding, Chairman, yes, they can. 

Ms. Norton. So you have not had any complaints? We have not, 
so I want to know if you have had any complaints and have been 
able to straighten them out. 

Mr. Ball. We have not received any complaints in our office. 
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Ms. Norton. We were concerned at training for guards. Guards 
seem to be at their own discretion on lots of matters. Photog- 
raphers is only one where some stopped people, some didn’t. Some 
though Amtrak was in charge, some thought they were on their 
own in trying to figure out whether or not somebody should take 
pictures. Then when we got more deeply, we learned that there had 
not been rigorous training of guards. What training, if any, has oc- 
curred since our last hearing? 

Mr. Ball. I can’t speak specifically to that. I do know that they 
do have new management that oversees the 

Ms. Norton. Just a moment. You are in charge. Here we go 
again. Remember, the three of you were sitting here when we had 
our last hearing, and it was hard to know that there was a Cor- 
poration with somebody who called the shots because we kept being 
flitted from Amtrak to Ashkenazy, or whoever happened to be 
there at the time. So I am asking, since you are the man in charge, 
my question is directed at you. Because even if you are not the one 
who would implement it, you are the director of the Corporation. 

Mr. Ball. So they have undergone different training within — if 
you ask me specifically what type of training, I can’t tell you spe- 
cifically. I do know 

Ms. Norton. Who did the training? Who took responsibility for 
doing the training? 

Mr. Ball. It would have been the security forces, IPC, and they 
would have done proper training. 

Ms. Norton. Who employs them? 

Mr. Ball. They are employed by Jones Lang LaSalle, who actu- 
ally works for Ashkenazy Corporation, or the retail developers of 
the station. 

Ms. Norton. Okay. 

I want to thank both of you for this testimony. It reveals that 
you have made some progress. We appreciate that some progress 
has been made. In my opening remarks I called it a slow walk. 
That is what I regard it as. I understand and accept full responsi- 
bility for what Congress must do if all of this is to happen. We are, 
indeed, the Chairman has written and we have looked at the trans- 
portation plan. It is going to be a very different transportation bill 
than SAFETEA-LU or the one that went before it, and even it isn’t 
going to come out right away. 

But if I were sitting where you are sitting, Mr. Ball, I would 
want to try my best to get in that four-year plan; and you can’t get 
in there by Norton writing something in there off the top of her 
head, because she has got to be able to back up anything that she 
asks the Congress to do. And the full Chairman of this Committee 
has encyclopedic knowledge of everything that happens, including 
knows more about Union Station than I will ever know. I will 
never get anywhere if I can’t demonstrate to him that there is a 
master plan to back up the Congress’s master vision, a non-self-im- 
plementing master vision at that. 

Thank you both very much for this testimony. 

I would like to call the next witnesses. Panel two, Gabe Klein, 
the District Department of Transportation; Steven Alleman, Am- 
trak General Superintendent; Barry Lustig, Senior Vice-President 
of Leasing and Development, Ashkenazy Acquisitions Corporation; 
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John Akridge, Chairman of the Akridge Corporation. Pleased to re- 
ceive testimony from all of you at this time. 

Before we begin with Mr. Klein, going straight across after that, 
I want to welcome D.C. Health Academic Preparatory Program. 
Where are you? Raise your hands. Normally, I would be meeting 
with 30 students in my office. They have been to my office. They 
are high school graduates attending college in the fall and majoring 
in health-related fields. All of this is relevant. Stay as long as you 
would like. Very pleased to have you. 

Mr. Klein. Mr. Klein is the Director, District Department of 
Transportation. Pleased to have you, Mr. Klein. 

TESTIMONY OF GABE KLEIN, DIRECTOR, DISTRICT DEPART- 
MENT OF TRANSPORTATION; STEVEN ALLEMAN, GENERAL 
SUPERINTENDENT, AMTRAK; BARRY LUSTIG, SENIOR VICE- 
PRESIDENT OF LEASING AND DEVELOPMENT, ASHKENAZY 
ACQUISITIONS CORPORATIONS; AND JOHN “CHIP” AKRIDGE, 
CHAIRMAN, AKRIDGE CORPORATION 

Mr. Klein. Thank you. Good afternoon, Chairwoman Norton and 
Members of the Subcommittee. I am Gabe Klein, Director of the 
District of Columbia Department of Transportation, more com- 
monly known as DDOT. I thank you for the opportunity to join this 
discussion on The Congressional Vision for a 21st Century Union 
Station: New Intermodal Uses and New Union Station Livable 
Community. My remarks today will largely focus on the results of 
the draft Final Union Station Intermodal Transportation Center 
Feasibility Study and its recommendations for planned improve- 
ments. I did bring a hard copy for you, if you would like that today. 

Before going further, I would like to express the District’s grati- 
tude and appreciation for the leadership role that the Sub- 
committee, and particularly Chairwoman Norton, has taken to sup- 
port the development and improvement of Union Station. 

DDOT has been active in seeking improvement to Union Station 
for many years. When Union Station was renovated in the 1980s, 
the District of Columbia contributed $40 million towards the con- 
struction of the Union Station garage. In the late 1990s, DDOT 
also provided Amtrak with $3 million for lead paint abatement and 
renovation of train platform canopies. 

More recently, DDOT participated with the Union Station Rede- 
velopment Corporation, USRC, and several other local and Federal 
agencies in analyzing Columbus Circle and Columbus Plaza in 
front of Union Station. In 2000, a plan was developed to minimize 
conflicts between vehicles, pedestrians, and cyclists. The plan en- 
tailed reconfiguring Columbus Circle and Columbus Plaza. 

In recent years, Amtrak has sought to add a system of bollards 
to this plan. This has resulted in considerable back and forth be- 
tween the National Capital Planning Commission, NCPC, and the 
Commission on Fine Arts, CFA. In June, both agencies agreed on 
the bollard design. DDOT is now incorporating their latest guid- 
ance into the scope of work so that a solicitation for construction 
bids can go out this September. 

A new bike station, which was envisioned as part of the Colum- 
bus Circle reconfiguration, has been able to proceed on its own and 
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DDOT expects the bicycle station to open near the end of Sep- 
tember. 

The Union Station garage occupies only half of the air rights 
above the tracks immediately east of the station. As you know, the 
Akridge Companies acquired these air rights from the General 
Services Administration. Akridge proposed creating additional 
transportation-related facilities in association with their develop- 
ment of these air rights, and these proposed transportation facili- 
ties gave rise to the Intermodal Transportation Center funds ap- 
propriated by Congress. 

As an initial step, DDOT has used some of these funds to under- 
take a feasibility study for these facilities. Over the past year, 
DDOT has been analyzing the feasibility of new transportation fa- 
cilities as part of this new proposed development in and around 
Union Station. Our analysis examines these new facilities’ impacts 
on Union Station’s existing facilities and services and on its ability 
to accommodate future passenger, rail, public transit, and tourism 
growth. 

The study represents the most comprehensive analysis to date of 
the myriad transportation alternatives at Union Station. The over- 
arching purpose was to investigate the feasibility of the develop- 
ment, design, and construction of new intermodal transportation 
facilities as part of the proposed Burnham Place commercial and 
residential development. 

The study area of the project encompasses an appropriately 20 
square block site bounded by M Street to the north, 3rd Street to 
the east, Massachusetts Avenue to the south, and North Capitol 
Street to the west, and includes residential, commercial, and Fed- 
eral stakeholders such as the Capitol Complex and the neighbor- 
hoods of Capitol Hill, NoMa, Stanton Park, Sursom Corda, and 
Near Northeast. 

After studying the existing demand for the multiple modes of 
transport at Union Station, we identified several key needs para- 
mount to the goal of making Union Station a world class multi- 
modal center. Number one, improved modal connections; number 
two, increased rail and bus capacity; and, number three, enhanced 
pedestrian circulation and weigh finding signage. 

We developed the following framework goals to guide the devel- 
opment of the improvements proposed in the Union Station ITC 
feasibility study and evaluated each recommendation on its ability 
to meet the aforementioned identified needs. The framework goals 
are: number one, maintain and enhance Union Station as a multi- 
modal transportation hub; two, promote Union Station as a fluid 
pedestrian environment that supports comprehensive connectivity; 
three, ensure enhanced safety and security in and around the sta- 
tion; and, four, respect the architecture, cultural, and regional sig- 
nificance of the historic station. 

For the purposes of this testimony, I would like to focus on three 
of the study’s recommended improvements that are of particular in- 
terest to this body, and also maximizing leverage investments re- 
cently made by Union Station stakeholders, including Congress, 
Amtrak, USRC, as well as DDOT: number one, construction of an 
intercity bus station on the Union Station parking deck; two, com- 
pletion of the WMATA pedestrian tunnel to 1st Street and vertical 
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connections to H Street; three, expansion of the train concourse 
areas, including improved weigh finding signage. 

Currently, DDOT is working with Greyhound, USRC, and 
Akridge to identify the optimal location for an intercity bus facility 
that will provide the necessary access and capacity for intercity bus 
operations on the existing Union Station parking deck. An essen- 
tial element in creating an intercity bus terminal on the Union Sta- 
tion parking deck is determining the structural integrity of the ex- 
isting parking deck to support passenger facilities that are associ- 
ated with this intercity bus service. USRC has begun this analysis 
and the findings will influence decisions regarding the type of 
intercity facility that can be constructed. 

In addition, care must be taken to ensure operational compat- 
ibility between intercity bus services and the transit services, sight- 
seeing services, and charter bus parking that must also share this 
space. Another challenge is to determine how Greyhound and other 
carriers can share an intercity bus terminal while paying their fair 
share for the terminal’s construction, operation, and maintenance. 

DDOT envisions a future intercity bus facility providing a new 
front door to Union Station from enlivened H Street with vertical 
pedestrian access for Metrorail occurring via the extension of the 
WMATA pedestrian tunnel from the northern Metrorail mezzanine 
to 1st Street, N.E., beneath the H Street overpass. Given the exist- 
ing pedestrian conflicts, the northern Metrorail access and egress 
points, a new entrance at 1st Street, NE will provide residents, em- 
ployees, and visitors to NoMa with direct unencumbered access to 
Union Station. 

We are currently working with WMATA to develop conceptual 
designs for the completion of this pedestrian tunnel and reconfig- 
uration of the existing 1st Street entrance to facilitate improved pe- 
destrian circulation between commuter rail, Metrorail, and inter- 
city rail passengers. The cost estimates for these pedestrian im- 
provements are approximately $9 million. 

Due to the projected growth in visitors to Union Station, the ex- 
isting waiting areas and bathrooms at Union Station must be ex- 
panded. Expansion of the east-west concourse to the north, expan- 
sion of the mezzanine level, and expansion of the north concourse 
will provide more waiting areas and facilitate improved passenger 
circulation between regional and commuter rail passengers. The 
cost estimates for the phased improvements to these concourse and 
mezzanine areas are approximately $20 million. 

These improvements are but a small breakout of the detailed rec- 
ommendations for improvements to Union Station provided in the 
Intermodal Transportation Feasibility Study. DDOT will work co- 
operatively with all of Union Station’s stakeholders to review each 
of the recommendations and design concepts developed under the 
ITC feasibility study to ensure a sound implementation plan that 
improves Union Station. 

I also want to note that DDOT has already submitted pre-appli- 
cations to the Federal Railroad Administration for economic stim- 
ulus grants to assist with the waiting area enhancements and the 
reconfiguration of the existing Metrorail connection. 

In conclusion, DDOT is proud to be one of the partners that has 
helped make Union Station one of the premier intermodal trans- 
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portation centers in this Country. We are grateful for your leader- 
ship and assistance in providing funding that makes continued im- 
provements possible. With your help, we will allow even more peo- 
ple to find safe, convenient, and affordable ways to come to the Na- 
tion’s capital and access its many attractions. 

Thank you for inviting me to testify and I am happy to answer 
any questions. Thank you. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you, Mr. Klein. And thank you for your help 
with that study; it is absolutely indispensable to our moving for- 
ward. 

I want to hear now from the General Superintendent of Amtrak, 
Steven Alleman. 

Mr. Alleman. 

Mr. Alleman. Good afternoon, Madam Chair. I am Steve 
Alleman, Amtrak’s General Superintendent, responsible for all rail 
operations at the Washington Union Station. Thank you for the in- 
vitation to testify. 

Amtrak has its monthly board meeting today, so, because of this 
conflict, our Board Chair, Mr. Tom Carper, and our CEO, Mr. Joe 
Boardman, are unable to attend. They asked me to express their 
regrets and to thank you on their behalf for your longstanding 
record of support for this station. 

Union Station is Amtrak’s second busiest station, and it sits at 
a point of convergence of three rail routes that connect Washington 
with destinations to the north, the west, and the south. Above the 
station tracks is a bus deck that provides travelers with connec- 
tions to both intercity and local bus services. These connections are 
very important to Mr. Boardman’s vision of an interconnected rail 
system with complimentary transportation services. 

Mr. Boardman has a lot of experience in the transit world, and 
he appreciates the need for a close modal integration and the best 
way to provide travelers with a satisfactory range of transportation 
options. This belief is anchored in the knowledge that the network 
must provide the citizens of the District with transportation choices 
that will satisfy their needs. 

We expect train ridership trends will increase, and we can expect 
to see corresponding growth and demand on our facilities. Given 
the extraordinary demands that the various users are making on 
this historic structure, Amtrak believes the appropriate course of 
action is to form a joint consultive process involving all key stake- 
holders. This process needs to recognize Union Station’s unique 
and irreplaceable role as D.C.’s intermodal terminal and to address 
growth needs for rail and existing bus services. 

Once we have an idea of the engineering feasibility, a joint effort 
should undertake the necessary environmental studies to deter- 
mine the impact and cost of major changes so that we can have a 
definite idea on what they likely would be. A consultive process will 
also allow us to bring our neighboring stakeholders, such as the 
NoMa Business Improvement District. 

We are currently working with D.C. DOT, USRC, as well as 
other involved entities to determine the best way forward. USRC 
is an excellent forum for these discussions, since the USRC board 
includes Amtrak, the city, and Federal City Council, all of whom 
are present today, and believe the board is an appropriate forum 
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for these discussions, and are interested in moving forward with a 
plan that is adaptive and reflective of the region and national goals 
for livable communities. 

In closing, I suggest we formalize the steps that we need to take 
by identifying the funding that we need to develop plans, assessing 
the impact of those plans, determining costs, and finding the fund- 
ing to pay for feasible projects. 

I am confident that we can work together with all stakeholders 
on this, and I believe this collaborative effort will yield a vision for 
the 21st century Union Station. That vision will help us to make 
the intermodal improvements that we need to truly realize a new 
and revitalized Union Station. Thank you. 

Ms. Norton. We will hear next from Barry Lustig, Senior Vice- 
President, Leasing and Development, Ashkenazy Acquisitions Cor- 
poration. 

Mr. Lustig. 

Mr. Lustig. Chairwoman Norton and the Members of the Sub- 
committee, I thank you for the opportunity to speak before you 
today on behalf of Union Station Investco LLC, USI, regarding the 
progress behind Union Station Investco LLC, the operation and 
management of Union Station, and its leasing and development 
plans over the past year since our last meeting a year ago. 

Union Station leasing and development activity. Union Station is 
not only an historic landmark, but an architectural gem. USI’s 
goals are to continue to enhance the functionality of the station as 
a premier intermodal transportation hub, while continually adher- 
ing to the architectural, historic, vendor/tenant equality and ten- 
ant/landlord communication standards for the property. Included 
within this presentation is an Exhibit A showing pictorially what 
I will be discussing today. I will now summarize for you what you 
will see in the following pages. 

The leasing and development activity since our acquisition with- 
in the station concourses is as follows, which is you see in this 
sheet here, which is 910 in activities. The proposed redevelopment 
within the station concourse/train concourse peninsula is presently 
in the architectural MEP design phase. The redevelopment incor- 
porated new two-story visual presence for the train concourse/re- 
tailer visibility. A new hallway will be created from the train con- 
course to the station concourse on the far east side of the building 
so as to alleviate traffic pinch points. The leasing strategy for the 
peninsula development will remain consistent with present retail 
focus on the intermodal traveler retail, food, and dining needs. 

The leasing and development activities since last year’s hearing 
within the Metro concourse, or otherwise known as the food hall, 
has included nine new tenants. We also have redeveloped the 
Metro Marketplace with the introduction of a cart kiosk market- 
place consisting of eight merchants which caters to the vast array 
of tourists on this level. 

Within the train concourse we are presently working, along with 
Amtrak, in developing an enhanced waiting gate area for the tran- 
sit consumers. The train concourse redevelopment is within its first 
phase of design, operational feasibility, between USI, Amtrak, and 
USRC. Redevelopment involves the expansion and reconfiguration 
of the entire Amtrak waiting gate area to create a friendlier, relax- 
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ing, and more security conscious area throughout the entire Am- 
trak gate zone. 

As we spoke last year, we continually work on the development 
for the main hall in creating a new Center Cafe structure along 
with communicating vertical stair elements, bringing property 
guests up and down to the present theater area within the Metro 
concourse. Replacement of current structure will enhance traffic 
flow and sight lines throughout the main hall, east, and west halls 
visibility. The entire project will be fully integrated to better rep- 
resent a 21st century intermodal transportation hub. Status of this 
development, approximately nine moths have been spent working 
with the involvement of the CFA. 

We are also proposing to re-merchandise the west hall of the 
property with the introduction of a new category of fast, casual din- 
ing establishments with the “best in the category” quality of mer- 
chandising. Pleasant new interior patio space within the west hall 
will be created for visitors to enjoy the historic architecture and 
unique ambiance. Our goal is to develop a unique gathering space, 
promoting longer stays with customers of Union Station. Tenants 
proposed patios will be flex in nature to allow exhibits and property 
events to still remain. All architectural MEP design work has been 
completed. We are presently seeking acceptance and approvals 
from all appropriate parties. 

Burnham Place and Columbus Plaza Developments. USI and ar- 
chitects continually work to support the ability to improve Union 
Station for the addition of Burnham Place, which will be developed 
using the air rights located over the train tracks at Union Station. 

Finally, USI is in agreement with the National Park Service, 
District of Columbia, and the USRC for the enhancements to be 
made to Columbus Plaza adjacent to the Station. As part of the 
overall improvement project, city Metro buses will have a conven- 
ient location, front and center, for passenger boarding and drop-off. 

Possessory Interest Tax. Still looming over Union Station and all 
of the previously stated development plans is the unintended and 
unbudgeted impact of the District of Columbia’s Possessory Interest 
Tax legislation, otherwise known as PIT, which is the greatest sin- 
gle threat to the future and Union Station’s ongoing sustained via- 
bility. 

Prior to the adoption of the PIT legislation by the D.C. Govern- 
ment, and over the short period of time since the Redevelopment 
Corporation took charge of the rehabilitation of Union Station, it 
has transformed from a dilapidated building, condemned as unfit 
for human habitation, to a major transportation hub, retail center, 
and tourist destination catering to the residents of the District of 
Columbia, tourists, commuters from both D.C. and across America. 

The success of Union Station as an intermodal transportation fa- 
cility is based on a careful and strategic balance of, one, budgeting 
for the ever-growing costs of maintaining, securing, and operating 
the century old national landmark; preserving the crucial tenant 
mix at Union Station; and the costs to improve Union Station as 
an intermodal transportation facility. 

The District’s PIT has endangered all of that process. For in- 
stance, the possessor interest tax under the proposed assessment 
for year 2008 to 2009 has increased by 278 percent above 2007. It 
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is USI’s position that the PIT is being wrongfully assessed against 
it and USI is vigorously fighting to save Union Station from the in- 
evitable downward spiral that it would suffer as a result of the ex- 
cessive PIT assessment and taxes that are currently sought by the 
District. 

USI has been negotiating with the D.C. Mayor and Council for 
the adoption of a pilot program that would specify and permit a 
reasonable amount of annual PIT for Union Station to pay. The 
D.C. Council has introduced such legislation and is currently pend- 
ing action and funding. If passed, it would ensure that the future 
success of USI will not be sidetracked or endangered by such local 
taxation. 

Absent this significant local tax relief that has been vigorously 
championed by various D.C. Council members, including Mr. Evans 
and Mr. Wells, it is unlikely that USI will be able to pay the pro- 
posed PIT taxes together with all of the increased operating costs, 
security costs, tenant allowances, and improvements that are re- 
quired to maintain and improve Union Station as an intermodal 
transportation facility which is state-of-the-art. 

In the unfortunate event that the pilot legislation does not pass 
or is not fully funded, then we may have to return to you in this 
Committee to seek congressional relief from the local District PIT 
in order to ensure the completion and success of the projects out- 
lined in this testimony, as well as the overall viability and purpose 
of this important Federal building. 

Chairwoman Norton and the Members of the Subcommittee, I 
thank you again for the opportunity to speak to you today on be- 
half of Union Station Investco LLC. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you very much, Mr. Lustig. 

Mr. John Akridge of Akridge Corporation. 

Mr. Akridge. Madam Chairwoman and Members of the Com- 
mittee, my name is Chip Akridge and I am Founder and Chairman 
of Akridge, a Washington, D.C. -based company which owns the air 
rights adjacent to the north of Union Station. 

As you know, we were the winning bidder for this 15-acre prop- 
erty in the competition conducted by the GSA in 2002. Since then, 
we, along with our financial partner, Leucadia National Corpora- 
tion, have spent a substantial amount of time and resources on 
plans and ideas for a new mixed-use development in the air rights 
above the rail yard. 

In the course of this comprehensive planning exercise for our pri- 
vate development, which we call Burnham Place, we have also de- 
voted substantial resources to the rehabilitation, the reconfigura- 
tion, the rescue, if you will, of the intermodal transportation facili- 
ties at this crown jewel in the Nation’s inventory of grand, historic 
structures. 

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in this hearing. We 
believe that in the past year there has been a genuine momentum 
in this project, and that is primarily due to your support and focus. 

While the historic halls of Union Station are as grand as they 
come, the state of the adjoining intermodal transportation center is 
really not a very pretty one. Tourists passing from the historic 
main hall to the existing rail waiting areas must wonder if they 
have fallen down the rabbit hole when they see what is down there. 
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The finishes of the concourse area give no witness to the architec- 
tural treasure that is Union Station. The area is also congested, 
unsafe, inefficient, and generally unworkable. The ITC is, to be 
blunt, a dismal reflection upon the grand facility which houses it, 
and it is a frustrating disappointment to the citizens that use it 
daily. 

For example, during rush hour, woe is the commuter who is try- 
ing to navigate through the congested Amtrak or MARC concourse 
areas to reach Metro. Or the Amtrak passengers trying to move 
through the boarding cues to the platform. There are a couple pic- 
tures over there that tell the story much better than I can in 
words. Throw in the tourists trying to use the food court, and you 
have a frustrating mix of users all trying to move in cross purposes 
in the same place. 

In the 1980s, a badly neglected Union Station was restored with 
a public/private investment of almost $200 million. We feel the 
time has come to likewise shore up and modernize the intermodal 
center at Union Station. The current heavy over-utilization of the 
ITC shows no signs of abating. In fact, as you have heard here 
today, ridership on all modes at the station are growing, and they 
are growing fast. Add that to the intercity bus, high speed rail, 
streetcar, and other transportation uses that are on the boards and 
coming in the future, it is clear that the time to act is now. 

Akridge’s development of the air rights presents a once in a life- 
time opportunity to address these challenges. The construction of 
our concrete deck and the connection to the north end of the station 
provides what now is the ideal time to undertake the required mod- 
ernization of the ITC. While substantial Federal dollars will be re- 
quired, this is a modest investment when you consider that over 25 
million people use this as a transportation center today, and the 
projected numbers will get only greater in the future, not to men- 
tion the importance of the station to regional and national security. 

As I mentioned, we have spent a lot of time and resources study- 
ing the infrastructure needs at Union Station and propose the fol- 
lowing projects be undertaken to modernize the ITC. If the nec- 
essary Federal support is allocated, many of these components can 
be underway immediately, with the completion of these efforts in 
a five to six year window. We have coordinated the general concept 
of these projects with all the stakeholders and they are compatible 
with all the suggestions that you have heard here from my fellow 
panel members today. 

The first project is, to alleviate the severe passenger congestion, 
the current rail concourse must be upgraded and expanded. The 
concourse serves subway, commuter rail, Amtrak, and other station 
visitors and is dysfunctional, especially at these periods. Also, the 
north station entrance must be upgraded for better access to the 
station. These improvements would also be beneficial to the 
public’s safety officers handling emergencies. 

The second project is the construction of a new north-south con- 
course which would further lessen congestion by doubling the space 
available for passenger transfers among the various modes at the 
station. This project would connect directly to the existing con- 
course and the lower tracks. 
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In order to incorporate the intercity bus service which we have 
spoken about today, it will be necessary to create a new entrance 
for Metro passengers on 1st Street, N.E., below the H Street over- 
pass, and construct a connecting walkway. A second new entrance 
for Metro passengers would also be beneficial on the H Street over- 
pass, adjacent to the new intercity bus terminal. 

The fourth project is the future introduction of streetcar service, 
which also will require improvements to the H Street overpass. 
Also needed is the construction of an emergency connector road be- 
tween Massachusetts Avenue to the south of the station and H 
Street to help avoid the difficult experience during the evacuation 
efforts of 9/11. Finally, hardening and other blast-proof features 
would improve security of potentially vulnerable portions of the 
station. 

It is our estimate at this time that the total budget for all these 
projects will be in the $150 to $200 million range. It could be, as 
I said earlier, completed over the next four to six years. 

Madam Chairman, you asked earlier the correct question. In un- 
dertaking large, complicated projects such as this one, it is always 
instructive to have a general plan. We have prepared such a plan 
and we have coordinated that with the many stakeholders involved. 
I brought with me today some images to share with the Committee 
because it is helpful to see some before and after pictures of what 
we are talking about. The plans that we have proposed, of course, 
are not final, but they are conceptual and they do address, I be- 
lieve, all the issues that you have heard today. I think you will see 
that there is a sharp contrast between the unacceptable current 
conditions and the proposed modernizations. 

Madam Chairwoman, as you know, we are committed to the 
long-term success of Union Station. As a local development firm 
with 35 years of experience here, we have participated in the devel- 
opment of Washington, D.C. to a world class city, and a world class 
city needs a world class intermodal transportation system. This is 
a vision of Union Station which we know you share, and we again 
want to thank you for your relentless efforts to restore Union Sta- 
tion and its ITC as a national model. 

With that, Madam Chairwoman, I would be happy to answer any 
questions you or the Members may have. Thank you. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you very much, Mr. Akridge. Indeed, all the 
testimony has been very important to hear. 

Now, I don’t know if all of you at the table are hearing what I 
am hearing, but what I am hearing are quite able parts of the 
whole, each of which is proceeding, it seems to me, in directions no 
one would take exception to in and of themselves. But what I hear 
are pieces that, if they come together, might constitute a vision and 
a master plan, as opposed to what I am more accustomed to as 
Chair of this Subcommittee, which is a master plan where each of 
the actors is tested by how it fits that plan, complete with costs, 
feasibility, and all that goes along with it. 

Am I wrong? Are you working to a master plan or are you doing 
the best you can knowing what you know about your part of Union 
Station, the part you play in Union Station? Is anybody working 
pursuant to some overall plan, master plan that might end up with 
what Mr. Akridge is talking about and testing what it is you want 
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to do in the interim against whatever that plan should be, or how 
do you work, if at all, together? 

Mr. Lustig. If I could speak on behalf of USI, we have had, our 
group with Akridge’s group, have had several meetings over the 
past year and a half, and the plan that we have in place, specifi- 
cally the plan we have in place that addresses the needs of enrich- 
ing the train concourse is in fact consistent with what would be the 
second phase, call it, when Burnham Place takes place. So that is 
a marriage, and it could only have been that way because of the 
meetings we had. 

And that really is the same, consistent with the meetings that 
we have had with Amtrak, the meetings with USRC, I believe 
there has been — at least I can speak — I believe there has been 
some very, very good, broad communication about what the desires 
were, what the needs were, and what the present problems of the 
property exist. 

I think we all share that there are extreme pinch points of the 
property today; there are security issues of the property today; 
there are lighting issues of the property today; there are materials 
that are used on the property today that are not state-of-the-art, 
that are not 21st century. We share the weaknesses and we have 
communicated amongst each other what each other’s visions are 
and try to create this one master plan. 

Ms. Norton. That is the same way we operate in NoMa, Mr. 
Lustig; businesses on the same block communicate with one an- 
other and they each make sure that each other knows what they 
are doing. And I don’t want us to guess that I don’t hear that hap- 
pening, nor that there is lack of communication, but there are peo- 
ple at this table who have a revenue stream and who don’t. There 
are people who have value; there are people who have a revenue 
stream; there are people who have an existing place in Union Sta- 
tion; and there are buses which aren’t at the table. 

Mr. Lustig, particularly Mr. Alleman, have you ever sat down 
with anyone to discuss the integration of buses into Union Station 
as part of the intermodal concept? 

Mr. Alleman. Yes, we have. My superintendent of station oper- 
ations has been involved in every one of the meetings regarding the 
bus proposals, taking it from the ticket office actually being in the 
station, to the concept of going out to H Street bridge, and now the 
bus deck. So Amtrak has participated in all discussions. 

Mr. Akridge. Madam Chairwoman, Akridge has met with Grey- 
hound numerous times as well. I think there has been more coordi- 
nation here than might be immediately obvious. 

Ms. Norton. But who is the driver of the process? Of course you 
all, particularly those of you who have a bottom line, will drive 
your process accordingly, but, as you know, there is an actor I can 
assure you hasn’t been at the table, except insofar as I find funds, 
pick up funds here and there, and that is the Federal Government. 
So I can tell you right now that that should be a major actor. 

But except for Members of this Committee, I am not sure that 
they consider themselves — you all want to go ahead, recognizing 
that some people hold value, some people hold revenue. Mr. 
Akridge can’t move unless the transportation issues are settled and 
unless the infrastructure issues are done. And a master developer 
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would begin to put together that value with the revenue, with what 
people want to make more money and what people have who are 
sitting on top of value that are making nothing for anybody; and 
then they try to get together with the Federal Government, who is 
the only entity in the world, or at least in this Country, who can 
write a check without having money in the bank, and proceed from 
thereon in. 

I am just trying to indicate how, in this Subcommittee, we see 
projects move forward far less ambitious than this, where we are 
putting together transportation and development in the same pack- 
age. Marvelous opportunity. Too bad we didn’t take advantage of 
that economy we had in the 1990s and up until then, and we could 
have gotten some of this started, gentlemen. 

Mr. Klein, you had wanted to respond to these questions. 

Mr. Klein. Yes. I just wanted to speak to what role we are play- 
ing at DDOT, and also my point of view coming into this process 
somewhat late in the game. I have been on the job for about six 
months, so I will give you my perspective. 

It seems that there are some financially constrained long-range 
plans that obviously are not funded, so what we have been trying 
to do is collaborate as much as possible with all the stakeholders. 
We have been working on this study, which I think is going to be 
very valuable and really does look at all the different 

Ms. Norton. Did you say that you had that study with you? 

Mr. Klein. I do. I have the latest draft. It is right here. It is ba- 
sically finished. This is for you. What we have to do is go through 
the technical advisory committee review, which is basically all the 
stakeholders signing off, and then we have to go through a public 
review. So by September it will be official and it will be out there. 

So we have been working hard on this. And I realize I think we 
are a little behind on it, but it is about finished. Then we have 
been trying to identify low-cost interim solutions because of the fi- 
nancial constraints that we see with some of these $80 million, 
$100 million projects. 

I had a great meeting recently with Jane McClelland from First 
Group, which is the parent company for Greyhound. She was over 
from the U.K. and she seemed to be of the same mind that there 
were some things that could happen over a two-, three-, four-year 
period, including the vertical integration with H Street on that bus 
deck, building a large structure. 

But I said to her, I said, you know, looking at the state of the 
economy, looking at the business model for the curbside buses 
versus Greyhound, and now you are entering the curbside business 
as well, might we not want to look at a phased approach, phase 1, 
2, and 3, where we literally put kiosks in the parking lot and start 
moving the buses over? And then phase 2 we look at the 

Ms. Norton. Kiosks in which parking lot? 

Mr. Klein. I am saying in the parking deck itself. 

Ms. Norton. Oh. 

Mr. Klein. We can get the vertical integration. I think we can 
commit to that as a group. I think we can commit to some sort of 
structure. I don’t know how large it needs to be, and I think we 
will have a study by the end of August that will state what that 
deck can handle. But I guess what I am suggesting is that DDOT 
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can play a role in trying to facilitate more expedited approaches 
and solutions, which brings me to the fourth piece, which is that 
we have also been looking to identify funding for a variety of 
projects ranging from Columbus Circle Plaza, which we are 
$800,000 short, but we are going to find a way to plug that 
hole 

Ms. Norton. Are you funding that out of your transportation 
funding? 

Mr. Klein. Yes. We have an earmark and then I believe National 
Parks Service was committed to $800,000, which they have since 
backed out of, so we are considering trying to use some stimulus 
money or finding other local funds, even if we have to, because we 
want to keep to a September date to issue that contract. 

We have also been trying to help to identify other stimulus mon- 
ies, particularly for enhancements within the station. 

Ms. Norton. Have you met with Mr. Ball or anyone else at the 
table on this possible use of stimulus money and where would that 
be used? 

Mr. Klein. Yes. Actually, my staff has been in close coordination 
with all the different stakeholders, so they have been a part of this, 
including the DOT delegation from Maryland. So we have really 
tried to reach out to everybody, and we have submitted a pre-appli- 
cation via FRA and we will submit a final application the 24th of 
August for, it looks like, approximately $31 million of improve- 
ments in the form of stimulus grants. 

So that is our role at this point, but we are open to playing what- 
ever role you and others see fit. 

Ms. Norton. Oh, it is a very important role that the District 
would bring perhaps funds in that way, but what I am looking for 
is more than coordination. Mr. Klein can’t do that by himself; he 
has some revenue that we thrust upon him, but I get back to how 
the Federal Government is really not going to get in it until you 
have the kind of thinking that we have just seen to the point we 
can do this, this is what you can do, this is what you have, this 
is what you need; and I recognize that that may not fall to any sin- 
gle person at the table, but it has got to happen. 

I want to ask Mr. Alleman about his view of what the central 
issue has been for intercity bus travel. We have heard some quite 
horrendous things that — I can’t vouch for this; it wasn’t under 
oath — that Amtrak would prefer not to have the competition of 
buses there. 

What is an intermodal transportation center to? Well, it is associ- 
ated with various infrastructure needs, and yet, you see, we didn’t 
see anybody moving to make it happen, which really led us to be- 
lieve there was active resistance to the congressional mandate for 
intermodalism. So I have got to ask you what you see now that we 
understand where it is going to be. What issues, if any? We under- 
stand revenue is always an issue. I see how people who wanted to 
do it could begin to put together a package for revenue if there was 
the will to do it, but you folks know a whole lot more about that 
than I do. 

So I want to know what you who are the largest user at Union 
Station believe should be done as the next steps to at least get bus 
service of some kind in there, whether or not, as a business model, 
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you think that somebody who brought value himself, brought 
money is going to be necessary in order to accomplish the infra- 
structure needs that you yourself want to see occur, or if you see 
some other way for bus service to come to Union Station before the 
next millennium. 

Mr. Alleman. Well, with Amtrak, the bus service, as far as we 
are concerned, could start tomorrow using the bus deck in a limited 
style, maybe a smaller service. But that doesn’t affect Amtrak. And 
we support the 

Ms. Norton. So actually that — there have been people wanting 
to sublease. So we could get some buses in there tomorrow and get 
that value. 

Mr. Alleman. From Amtrak’s view, that would be fine. There is 
no hindrance there for Amtrak. Were Amtrak 

Ms. Norton. Even if Greyhound weren’t ready to try to make a 
deal to get in there? Some of these intercity bus people who have 
been trying to get in there you are saying you would have no objec- 
tion? 

Mr. Alleman. Amtrak would have no objection. 

Ms. Norton. And there would be value added, wouldn’t there be, 
because somebody would have to compete and pay to get in there, 
and you would have to measure that against the vacancies that are 
there or, for that matter, the people who are there, the services 
that are there? 

Mr. Alleman. We have numerous intermodal stations through- 
out the Country, so we know and understand the benefit both from 
a revenue perspective with the connectivity along with just being 
able to offer diverse transportation services in one hub. So Amtrak 
supports the intermodal approach. 

Where Amtrak gets concerned is with the impact on our queing 
area. We started to take things into our own hands, working with 
Ashkenazy, working with DDOT, speaking with Akridge and, of 
course, USRC, and we are currently working to do an analysis on 
our passenger queuing area. When that was designed 

Ms. Norton. Your what? I am sorry. 

Mr. Alleman. The passenger queuing area, where folks go to 
board the trains. As you may remember, before the station was re- 
vitalized, that is where the trains actually stopped. The steel gates 
that you walk through into our queuing area was actually track- 
age. So when the station was redeveloped in the 1980s, it is almost 
as if there was an afterthought for Amtrak. We ended up actually 
outside the natural structure with a canopy. That worked fine 
when Amtrak 

Ms. Norton. Well, how in the world did that occur? It was a 
train station first and foremost. We are trying to make it train 
plus. You weren’t at the table? Amtrak was not at the table? 

Mr. Alleman. I can’t speak to that. I have been here 32 years, 
but I was not at that table. 

Ms. Norton. That is what I mean. You don’t have any vision as 
to what you are doing, then you just slapped together something 
that turned out to be gorgeous, but guess what? It didn’t accommo- 
date Amtrak, which was the whole purpose in the first place. 
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Mr. Alleman. And I believe that the rail trends that we are see- 
ing today may not have been expected when that construction was 
done. 

Ms. Norton. That is understandable. But the fact that you found 
yourselves on the outside looking in from the beginning, that is un- 
fortunate. 

Mr. Alleman. So we have worked closely and we are looking, I 
believe, in August that Ashkenazy will have a preliminary design 
on how to integrate that structure and be able to increase the ca- 
pacity for queuing our passengers, both Amtrak, VRE, and MARC. 

Ms. Norton. Now, you are bearing in mind VRE and MARC 
wanting to expand rather substantially? 

Mr. Alleman. We are currently working with MARC and VRE 
on capacity analysis. Again, this facility was built over 100 years 
ago and it is seeing traffic now that it hasn’t seen for 100 years. 

Ms. Norton. And that is without anything else you would need 
to do something. 

Mr. Alleman. That is correct. So that stands alone as far as in- 
frastructure, adjustments, increases, and such for higher capacity 
with trains. But that is currently under discussion also. But right 
now my focus with Amtrak is to do the work in the passenger 
boarding area that now gives us a more livable station. 

Ms. Norton. And that appears to be satisfactory to those con- 
cerned? 

Mr. Alleman. It is moving along well. 

Ms. Norton. Mr. Klein, I have to ask you something about char- 
ters. This is something I need to work with the District. First of 
all, do any of you know whether there are charter buses, like day 
buses, that wait for people on a daily basis at Union Station? 

Mr. Klein. Yes, there are. Those buses are currently on the deck. 
I was over there yesterday, and as you speed through the morning, 
towards 9:00, 10:00, it starts to fill up. 

Ms. Norton. How awful. I can’t believe that isn’t the least value 
you could get from the use of the available space. I mean, correct 
me. If you rent them out on a day basis, as opposed to negotiating 
to get a player in there or several players who get into competition, 
which is the best way to get the most value from what there is 
there? 

Mr. Klein. No, I think that is absolutely right and I think that — 
we are working on regulations right now, so the curbside buses will 
not be able to operate unregulated. 

Ms. Norton. Mr. Klein, let me ask you about the charter buses. 
I am not talking about curbside. If anything, the District has been 
forward-looking. You understand what the policy is and you didn’t 
have a lot of choices here with curbside. I want to ask you about 
the charters, but curbside, is it true that they all gather at K 
Street the way we heard, and is that the best place and is it better 
to have them in one place? How did you arrive at that? 

Mr. Klein. Well, okay, so there are a number of places through- 
out the city where they pick up, and it depends on the company, 
but we have tried to push them towards the old convention center 
lot area. 

Ms. Norton. Oh, the lot that is vacant there. I see. 

Mr. Klein. So they will pick up primarily 
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Ms. Norton. So they go inside the lot. Oh, all right. 

Mr. Klein. They can. A lot of them pick up actually around the 
sides because you have that sort of unused dedicated bus lane and 
you have a lot of curb space. So you will see 

Ms. Norton. But why wouldn’t we at least make them go inside? 
That is also — what are we talking, 9th Street? 

Mr. Klein. Yes, 9th Street. 

Ms. Norton. Busy street. 

Mr. Akridge. The 700 block of H Street. 

Ms. Norton. Is it too much to ask it to go inside, let off your 
passengers, as if we were a real world class city? What is the rea- 
son why? Do they get crowded or something? Is there a reason why 
it is preferable, perhaps, to be on the outside? I don’t know, so I 
need to ask that question. 

Mr. Klein. I think that is a good question. I think they prefer 
it that way; it is sort of easy in, easy out. 

Mr. Akridge. Well, if I could interrupt, I think that the use of 
the old convention center site as a pickup spot is a new turn of 
events. The standard pickup spots are in the 700 block of H Street, 
the 800 block of I Street, and some other outlying areas there. That 
is where 

Mr. Klein. 15th and K. 

Mr. Akridge. 15th and K. That is where their riders know to 
come and they just haven’t been asked or encouraged to move to 
the old convention center site. Some have. Some have. 

Ms. Norton. Mr. Klein, I am really going to ask you to do that. 
We have accommodated them. You had to. We would like them off 
the streets altogether, as long as you have room. And I commend 
the city for finding a use of that space. Maybe — tell me if I am 
wrong — is there some payment to go on the inside, not to go on the 
curb? Is there 

Mr. Klein. There is. There is. We have tried to work with the 
parking provider on that. We sort of hit a roadblock, but the real 
issue is that that is going to be under construction relatively soon. 
So we are going to 

Ms. Norton. That will take care of it because it will be under 
construction and — oh, you mean the old 

Mr. Klein. The old convention center lot. 

Ms. Norton. You really think that is going to be under construc- 
tion soon? 

Mr. Klein. Well 

Ms. Norton. That is good news too. 

Mr. Klein. Yes, preconstruction. But what we want to do is we 
want to start moving those folks over to Union Station once we 
pass these regulations. 

Ms. Norton. So that is the policy of the District of Columbia, 
you would like curb sides to be at Union Station? All right, we 
don’t have a difference there, and it is very important. As impor- 
tant as it was to keep it going, we don’t want to keep it going like 
charters. I mean the charters that we must have, the tourists who 
come in. Are they using Union Station as well, and is that the 
highest and best use for Union Station? 
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Mr. Klein. It is not the highest and best use. I think they can 
drop off and then we can put them at RFK or there are various 
other lots that we can look at 

Ms. Norton. Mr. Klein, let me ask you when — I believe it was 
under Mayor Williams — a plan was drawn for the life of us — Did 
you find it? We searched and searched. Staff tells me that they 
found this plan for RFK. If so, I would like Mr. Klein to perhaps 
come in and see what can be done, because there we have, of 
course, unused space as well, and we recognize — I endorse the 
city’s policy of making sure we keep these tour buses coming, but 
over and over again — we went through this horrific process when 
the Visitor’s Center opened, and it came up then. That is when we 
began looking for this old plan. 

So I would appreciate your coming in perhaps next week to talk 
about the RFK plan. We apparently have been able to find part of 
it. We would like to clear those decks, at least, if it is feasible to 
do so. 

Mr. Akridge, don’t all of these infrastructure matters have to be 
taken care of before Burnham Place even rolls off our lips as a pos- 
sibility? 

Mr. Akridge. Well, I wouldn’t say all of them, Madam Chair- 
man, but it would be preferable for many of them to be accom- 
plished before we start construction, especially on the north end of 
the existing station, where the two projects 

Ms. Norton. As you envision it, Burnham Place, what would be 
its relationship to the greater Union Station complex? 

Mr. Akridge. It will be similar to what Gallery Place is to the 
Verizon Center, with the Verizon Center being the existing Union 
Station and, of course, we built Gallery Place next door and they 
are an integrated structure working together. So we have finished 
over the last year our conceptual plan of what the Burnham Place 
development will look like. 

We have about 2.5 million square feet of space with retail, office, 
hotel, and parking. It will integrate with the north end of the sta- 
tion and the connections there are not optimal right there. If they 
are not good for the station, they won’t be good for our project. And 
it is where that intersection occurs where the majority of economies 
are to be gained by doing the construction there in conjunction 
with our construction of our platform. 

But some of the other areas that we were talking about improv- 
ing that have been mentioned here, part of project number one, 
which I have described, about relieving some of the passenger con- 
gestion and getting on the trains, Amtrak’s number one goal, can 
be done in part before we start construction and independent of our 
construction. Part of it is integrated with our construction. 

So the projects fit together. Some things need to be done to- 
gether, but some can be done in advance, which is one of the rea- 
sons why I suggested that now is the time to be moving on some 
of these projects in this appropriations bill that some of these 
projects can be begun now. They will stretch out over four or five 
years. They fit perfectly, the funding frequency of this piece of leg- 
islation, and I think we have a lot of the bones of what you are 
looking for here. 
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They may not be pulled together just the way you would like to 
see them tied in a nice, neat little package, but the folks at this 
table and our staffs have thousands of hours. We spent seven fig- 
ures on planning for the public portion of this project, as have 
these gentlemen as well. 

So I think a lot of the bones are laying around. I think we just 
need to work with you as to how we can best put them together 
so that they are comprehensible, because I think we are ready to 
go do the fight with the Congress and with the Committee to get 
this funding passed. 

Ms. Norton. Normally, I speak to you, Mr. Akridge, as a devel- 
oper in the city with considerable experience and success. Nor- 
mally, you’re sitting at the table with maybe the District of Colum- 
bia, and the District of Columbia has — you bring certain value to 
the table. The District of Columbia brings other kinds of value and 
together, working with the District of Columbia, with only the de- 
veloper and usually the city, perhaps the Federal Government 
could have something to do with it, but basically these, I won’t call 
them deals, are put together with, you know, a couple of actors. 

Now, I see more than a couple of actors. I see the District of Co- 
lumbia already is talking about stimulus funds and the rest of it. 
You all are aware of that, apparently. I see Mr. Lustig, he is doing 
a makeover as we speak on the mall, trying to upgrade the mall, 
get it ready, I guess, for Burnham Place. I see Amtrak both, Mr. 
Alleman, Mr. Lustig, of course, has at least the revenue stream. So 
does the District of Columbia. You haven’t been called yet for that 
part of it. That doesn’t mean you don’t have value. 

What I am trying to understand is that with actors, all of whom 
need some parts of this to be done by others, why the typical bring- 
ing together of the available parties, some of whom have value, 
some of whom don’t have as obvious a value, why that has not 
taken place and whether that can take place even now. 

Mr. Akridge. Well, I think in general the answer to that ques- 
tion is the interests here are very disparate and cover different 
areas of the project. 

Ms. Norton. Well, are they? And that is what this Committee 
wants to put before you, because I can tell you this, Mr. Akridge, 
the Congress will never see it that way. The Congress will see this 
as interests who depend one upon another. And if they can’t figure 
out that co-dependence, the Congress will not get into it. It’s as 
simple as that. I can guarantee you that. 

They want to know what value everybody at the table is bringing 
to the table, and with Congress locked in all kinds of call upon 
what funds are available to it, that’s the only way to get anything 
out of Congress. That’s why when I looked at more than the usual 
number of actors, I am looking to see whether anyone is looking 
for the co-dependence that ultimately is going to be there. And I 
recognize it is a little premature, Mr. Akridge, a little more pre- 
mature for you than for others. 

Mr. Akridge. Well, I don’t think it is premature and I don’t 
think that we are not cognizant of the fact that there is co-depend- 
ence on all of us. I think the amount of cooperation that has been 
exhibited amongst this group over the last at least 18 months is 
exemplary. 
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Ms. Norton. Resulting in what? 

Mr. Akridge. In a plan which is pretty close to being 

Ms. Norton. What plan is that? Has it been submitted? 

Mr. Akridge. No, it has not been submitted. Well, we have a 
plan that we would be happy to submit to you that we prepared, 
that we have circulated with all these people, that they have looked 
at. 

Ms. Norton. And that plan is for what? 

Mr. Akridge. It is for — well, we have two plans. We have one for 
the public portion of the project, which all these people have seen 
and commented on numerous times; and we have one for the pri- 
vate portion of the project, which we have just finalized and we are 
getting ready to submit to the District and zoning process. 

So as I said, I think we are further along than we have made 
it clear to you. We don’t have anything ready to present to you 
today, but hearing what it is that you are looking for, I think we 
can put our collective heads together and in pretty short order 
come back to you. 

Ms. Norton. Well, I agree. I see the makings of a plan. 

Mr. Akridge. It is there, and it hasn’t been without discussions 
and not without give and take, understanding what the needs cer- 
tain people have, the restrictions others have. And I think so far, 
it has been a pretty cooperative process. 

I would ask my fellow panel members to comment on that. 

Mr. Lustig. And if I could comment further, Madam Chair- 
woman, it is truly that plan that Akridge had showed us more than 
18 months ago, and supplementary plans after that, that really 
spurred our idea, and I am sure it spurred Amtrak’s as well, to go 
forward with this development and this plan on the train concourse 
as it relates to the queuing line with Amtrak and expanding and 
addressing a lot of those things that were in Akridge’s plans, so 
when Akridge does do their development, our development will be 
seamless with theirs. 

Ms. Norton. I am not sure we have seen the plan. I am sure 
we will. But Mr. Klein said something that was important. Any 
project this monumental is necessarily incremental. The reason 
that a plan is important to see is that following that plan, you 
know in what order what should proceed and who is prepared to 
fund what. And that is the kind of planning we are accustomed to, 
at least when we are dealing with this magnitude of change. 

And I am very interested to know, for example, what should be 
the first step, given what you know now, and who would it involve? 

Mr. Lustig. Well, if I could speak. Our first step, like I described 
in my testimony, is going forward, to go forward with I would say 
probably the most major step of the four call it “redevelopments” 
of the property, the most major step is, again, working with Am- 
trak, working with over 50,000 square feet of the property and re- 
invigorating and revitalizing, opening areas, opening ceilings, 
redoing all of the MEP structure within that area, to create a truly 
world-class experience for anybody coming. 

Ms. Norton. How would you fund that, Mr. Lustig? 

Mr. Lustig. How would we fund that? 

Ms. Norton. Yes. 
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Mr. Lustig. We are looking for the government to assist us in 
that. 

Ms. Norton. Yes, that is what I mean. And the government is 
looking for a plan where the actors at the table 

Mr. Lustig. I agree with you and I really do believe that when 
you call for a plan, I mean, the depth of what I have seen with 
Akridge and what we will have finished over the next, let’s say, 60 
days, the incorporation of those two plans would be very well on 
our way to show what, as it relates to the core structure. Of course, 
DDOT will have to come in and understand how it relates to the 
bus concourse, which 

Ms. Norton. Will the plan have a financial component to it? 

Mr. Lustig. Absolutely. 

Ms. Norton. Indicating the, I am taking Mr. Klein’s idea of in- 
cremental steps so that one could, for example, begin on the plan 
this or next year. 

Mr. Lustig. Yes, that is our goal. 

Ms. Norton. What do you all think? This is going to happen over 
20, 25 years, you know. So first we have to have a plan then some- 
body has got to start doing something. And Congress tends to get 
interested when it sees something happening. It goes completely 
asleep and lets sleeping dogs lie if nothing happens. I just put it 
out there. 

Let me ask Mr. Klein about this so-called pilot legislation that 
apparently members of the Council are championing. I think Mr. 
Lustig — was it Mr. Lustig who raised that? I know that I dealt 
with the District on a pilot. 

Mr. Lustig. A pilot program in relationship to the taxes? 

Ms. Norton. Yes. I want to ask Mr. Klein the status of 

Mr. Lustig. Oh, I am sorry. 

Mr. Klein? 

Mr. Klein. I have to be honest. I am not familiar with that. It 
sounds like 

Ms. Norton. Do you know the status — that really isn’t in 
DDOT’s bailiwick, but I thought there might be — members of the 
Council, you suggest that some kind of pilot legislation, which of 
course the District has done before, to pay for — to help pay for in- 
frastructure projects would be necessary in order for you to move 
forward. 

Now, what is the status of that, Mr. Lustig? 

Mr. Lustig. The pilot program that I was referring to was a pilot 
program that we are trying to have consideration is in lieu of the 
possessory interest tax for the property, having nothing to do with 
DDOT. 

Ms. Norton. I know. So what is the status of that? 

Mr. Lustig. We are going through the process. 

Ms. Norton. So it is proceeding and the District is considering 
it? 

Mr. Lustig. Yes, it is in front of the District right now. 

Ms. Norton. Mr. Klein, it is page two, I think, of your testimony 
you mention you support garage expansion tied to — and I didn’t un- 
derstand quite what — removal of sedan parking from the deck re- 
ferred to. What kind of sedans park up there? 
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Mr. Klein. So, okay, so right. That was speaking about the old 
garage before the expansion. And I guess there are rental cars on 
the deck at this point. 

Ms. Norton. They are rental cars? Okay, that’s a part of the 
intermodal transportation, so I am not 

Mr. Klein. Right. Right. There were rental cars on the deck. 
Rick just clarified for me. They have been moved off of the deck at 
this point, so I am not sure if that is what you were 

Ms. Norton. Yes, whatever was the sedans you spoke about. I 
didn’t understand what that meant. 

Mr. Klein. Okay. 

Ms. Norton. Are you satisfied with the corporation’s community 
outreach? We don’t like to hear after the fact about community out- 
reach on something as important as this expansion is to the city. 

Mr. Klein. Yes. I mean I think this is a joint effort, you know. 
I mean, right now our next steps, as I have laid out some of them 
for you, are working on the stimulus grants, getting the feasibility 
study out to the public, getting the regs finished for the curbside 
buses so they can start to move to Union Station, if everybody 
agrees. We can move the other buses to RFK. 

And we want to see movement and we want to see it this year. 
We also would hope to start construction on Columbus Circle by 
the end of the year as well. 

Ms. Norton. We very much want to meet with you. The Capitol 
Hill community doesn’t want those buses coming down the street. 
We have thought of ways to get them over. We think you have been 
put in the worst position because some of them remain outside of 
the Smithsonian because we don’t want to lose them, and yet we 
have not used this plan. This is very important that we proceed on 
that. 

I have to ask you, Mr. Lustig. You started this virtual entire 
makeover, at least downstairs in Union Station before the economy 
fell flat on its face. It is never coming back like it was. This is a 
structural make-money economy. It is going to be far more stable. 
It is going to be harder to get money even for the best of them and 
the largest developers and businesses. 

So I wanted to know whether the economy has affected your 
plans, how it has affected, and surely it has affected them. Are you 
able to get the requisite financing in this economy to continue at 
what pace for the makeover that was underway? 

Mr. Lustig. All of the areas that, outside of what we are dis- 
cussing with Amtrak, is going to be self-funded through our organi- 
zation. As it relates to 

Ms. Norton. What does that mean, please? 

Mr. Lustig. That we are not looking to the government. 

Ms. Norton. You are not going to borrow in order to make 
these? 

Mr. Lustig. Correct. Correct. 

Ms. Norton. Did you make that decision before the economy 

Mr. Lustig. Well, I was just going to get into that. I mean, what 
the economy has done is fortunate for the fact that there are 25 
million, arguably some people say between 28 million and 30 mil- 
lion people that come through the property every year. For the 
most part, the retail expansion across the United States, as we all 
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know, has pretty much to a screeching halt, as far as retail expan- 
sion. 

We have been fortunate because of the dynamics of the asset, be- 
cause of the dynamics of Union Station and the amount of people 
coming through to still attract retailers to the asset. What has be- 
come more problematic today that we didn’t have when we came 
onto the property two years ago was that it costs us more to bring 
the tenant to the property. 

The fact that they do not have open-to-buys, we have to spend 
more money, give more allowance, have more consideration in a 
rent role than we would have considered two years ago. But we 
still have an active pace with transactional activity at the property, 
if that is what you are asking. 

Ms. Norton. Well, and so that is a function of the economy, how 
you have to market. 

Mr. Lustig. Correct. 

Ms. Norton. Are you experiencing the same thing, Mr. Akridge? 

Mr. Akridge. On a slightly different scale, yes, we are. 

Ms. Norton. And that is understandable. I have one more ques- 
tion. 

Mr. Akridge. Could I add to that, though, that the current finan- 
cial situation is not affecting our 

Ms. Norton. Could you say that again, please? 

Mr. Akridge. The current general financial situation is not af- 
fecting our interest or our time frame on this project. We have a 
number of approval processes we need to go through with the Zon- 
ing Commission, with the Commission on Fine Arts, with the Ar- 
chitect of the Capitol, with Historic Preservation. We have a num- 
ber of years of approval processes that we still need to go through. 

Ms. Norton. Absolutely. 

Mr. Akridge. That is why it is so important to us that we get 
these infrastructure projects in the station begun and underway so 
that when they are finishing, we can start and link up with them. 

Ms. Norton. I couldn’t agree more. And I hope everybody has 
heard what I said. 

Mr. Akridge. We heard you. 

Ms. Norton. If you all don’t get together and make a deal, don’t 
even come here. 

Mr. Akridge. When we come back, we will have a plan. Okay? 

Ms. Norton. Okay. 

This is a final question for Mr. Alleman. I am pleased to hear 
about your partnership with the National Association of Minority 
and Women Owned Law Firms in connection with the fact that you 
use outside law firms and you set yourself something of a goal of 
5 percent of whatever you spend for outside counsel on women-and 
minority-owned law firms. Have you reached that goal yet? What 
is the status of that controversy? It was apparently something you 
negotiated. 

Mr. Alleman. Madam Chair, I would not be able to answer that 
question for you. I will have to check into it and we will be back 
to you. 

Ms. Norton. Seven days, we would like the answer to that ques- 
tion. 

Mr. Alleman. Seven days, yes, ma’am. 
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Ms. Norton. The number of black-owned firms — the word minor- 
ity is not a word that has any meaning any longer. It is going to 
be a minority Country in a few minutes, people, so we want it bro- 
ken down: black, Hispanic, whatever else we now are building up 
in this Country; then woman, and that broken down to see what 
we have. We are not suggesting through the breakdown that you 
must have any particular breakdown. It is just that we like to 
know what data we are looking at and what it means. 

This oversight hearing where you see me asking lots of questions 
really has more to do with educating me, who will have to be the 
chief advocate for Union Station in the larger mix on the Transpor- 
tation Committee if anything is to be done competing with very 
well planned, some in operation, intermodal facilities who now 
want to spread out and do more. 

We are in an extraordinary position. The only thing that we don’t 
have or can’t have on the ground, we can get you do in probably 
10 minutes, and that is to National Airport. I couldn’t be more 
pleased with what you have done so far. It does not begin to meet 
what Congress in its always grand vision expects because we al- 
ways look at any one facility measured against what we see else- 
where. 

And intermodalism is becoming a virtual catch-word in the trans- 
portation bill that we are preparing. It is very results-oriented and 
is going to reward people who are results-oriented, have proceeded 
X distant and then come and say, see what we have done; can you 
help us get the rest of the way? 

I mean, the Chairman is on the record and on the bill that has 
been produced so far, so committed to that that that is why I am 
trying to educate myself as to what we have got going, because 
some of the intermodal systems we have seen do not have as many 
actors as we have in Washington. In fact, most do not have as 
many actors as we have in Washington. 

And most of them start with one, try to get — they have buses 
and they usually have some major rail. Then they have to figure 
out how to get the rest. And so, you know, they create great big 
malls. And we are very pleased that we have a very good mall, but 
they are way beyond us in air rights and in looking for other ways 
to out-do one another in intermodalism. 

So when I get to talking to the Committee, they are not going 
to say, oh, isn’t that terrific, Eleanor. Somebody on this very large 
Committee is going to pipe up what is being done in some other 
metropolis, and you know, then I sound off about the Nation’s Cap- 
ital, the center of the universe, the congressional mandate for 
intermodalism. And then I have to fill in the blanks. 

You have helped me to begin to fill in the blanks. I ask you to 
get me a master plan for a 21st century Union Station. And then 
with the region and with other Members of our Committee, I am 
prepared to go the full distance. 

Thank you very much for your testimony. 

The hearing is adjourned. 

Mr. Akridge. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

[Whereupon, at 4:51 p.m. the Subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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Madam Chairwoman Norton and Ranking Member Diaz-Balart, thank you for holding 
this hearing about the future development of Union Station. 

Union Station, located just north of the Capitol, has been a central hub of transportation 
in Washington and the entire nation for many years. Currently, Union Station contains 
the most heavily trafficked red line Metro stop and serves as the primary train station for 
the Greater Washington area. Since the passage of the Union Station Redevelopment Act 
of 1981, the maintenance and development of Union Station have been overseen by the 
Union Station Redevelopment Corporation (USRC). 

The USRC is an entirely government-run entity, and it is important that we examine the 
success of the USRC and help guide future developments for Union Station. Given that 
Union Station is such a pivotal focal point in Washington transportation, we must explore 
ways to make the best use of the space and location in order to create a more dynamic 
and intermodal place of transit. Strong efforts have been made over the past few years to 
achieve this goal, and we must continue to work diligently to see Union Station continue 
to develop. 

I would like to thank the witnesses for joining us today. I look forward to hearing your 
testimony. 
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Madame Chairwoman and members of the Committee, my name is Chip Akridge and I am the 
founder and chairman of Akridge, the Washington, DC-based company which owns the air rights 
adjacent to the north of Union Station. As you know, we were the winning bidder for this i 5- 
acre property in a competition conducted by the GSA in 2002. Since then, we, along with our 
financial partner, Leucadia National Corporation, have spent a substantial amount of time and 
resources on plans and ideas for a new mixed use development in the air rights above the rail 
yard. 

In the course of this comprehensive planning exercise for our private development, called 
Burnham Place, we have also devoted substantial resources to the rehabilitation — rescue if you 
will - of the intermodal transportation facilities at this “crown jewel” in the nation’s inventory 
of grand historic structures. 

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in this hearing which you have called one year to the 
day following a hearing you conducted last year on the future of Union Station. We believe that 
in the past year, there has been genuine momentum on this project, and that is primarily due to 
your support and focus. We think it is fair to say that no one in the Congress has done more than 
you to advance these efforts to modernize Union Station and take it to the next level. 

Union Station is the entry to the city for every walk of life. The Wall Street executive arriving 
on Amtrak from New York. Congressional staff taking the Metro to Capitol Hill. Commuters 
from Baltimore and Manassas aboard MARC and VRE trains. The student bicycling from 
Gallaudet. And, yes, the tourists aboard buses from Minnesota and Florida and Oregon and 
Tennessee. All of these converge at and rely upon Union Station. 

The strategic importance of Union Station is what attracted our firm to this development 
opportunity. A more efficient, pleasant and safe intermodal transportation facility at Union 
Station is important to the success of Burnham Place. It is also critical to the City, the region and 
the entire nation, and this has motivated our partnership with DDOT and our desire to help 
facilitate public improvements for the station. 

While the historic halls at Union Station are as grand as they come, the state of the adjoining 
intermodal transportation center (ITC) is really not a very pretty one. Tourists passing from the 
historic Main hall to the existing rail waiting areas must wonder if they have fallen down a rabbit 
hole. Not only do the finishes of the concourse area give no witness to the architectural treasure 
that is Union Station, but the area is congested, unsafe, inefficient and generally unworkable. 
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The ITC is, to be blunt, a dismal reflection upon the grand facility which houses it, and is a 
frustrating disappointment for the citizens who use it daily. 

Originally used solely for intercity rail service. Union Station now serves over 100,000 
passengers per day via 14 modes of transportation, in addition to thousands of visitors and 
shoppers. The station has not kept pace with this rapid growth. For example, during rush hour, 
woe is the commuter who is trying to navigate through the congested Amtrak or MARC 
concourse areas to reach Metro. Equally cramped are the Amtrak passenger boarding queues 
leading to the train platforms. Throw in the tourists trying to use the food court, and you have a 
frustrated mix of users all trying to move at cross purposes in the same space. 

This is not a mental picture we are conjuring. This is reality, and it does not comport with the 
history of this landmark, or with its importance to modem day uses. As this Committee knows, 
Union Station has been rescued before. In 1981, after falling into disrepair and suffering a roof 
collapse, the station was closed to the public. Following public-private investment of almost 
$200 million, Union Station reopened in 1987, fully restored. 

The time has come to likewise shore up and modernize the intermodal center at Union Station. 
The current heavy over-utilization of the ITC show no signs of abating. In fact, ridership on all 
modes at the station is growing fast. Add that to intercity bus, high speed rail, Streetcar and 
other transportation uses coming in the future, and it is clear that the time to act is now. 

Akridge’s development of the air rights presents a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to address these 
challenges. The construction of our concrete deck and connection to the north end of the station 
provide the ideal time to concurrently undertake the required modernization of the ITC. Just as 
the federal government has historically stepped up to rescue and refurbish this landmark facility, 
so will federal support and resources be required to modernize its ITC. 

Allow me to note, Madame Chairwoman, that the upgrades urgently needed at Union Station will 
require substantial federal dollars, as was the case more than two decades ago when the station 
was rescued from neglect and restored to its intended grandeur. However, based on the number 
of citizens who depend on the facility, as well as the numbers projected to use it in the future, 
and given the importance of the station to regional and national security, it is a very modest 
investment. 

In that regard, the following ideas have been developed and requests have been submitted for 
consideration in the surface transportation authorization legislation: 

L Union Station Concourse Renovation Project - $54.8 million is requested to upgrade 
and expand the existing Union Station concourse and renovate the northern station 
entrance. This project would alleviate severe passenger congestion with northern 
expansion of the existing concourse which serves subway, commuter rail, Amtrak 
and other station visitors. It would also provide increased vertical transportation 
capacity between intercity and commuter rail (Amtrak, MARC and VRE) and 
subway service (WMATA). Also, the expansion and renovation of the north station 
entrance would provide more efficient access to the existing 2,300 car parking 
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garage, the rental car facility, tour buses and the proposed future Greyhound 
terminal. An added and critical benefit with the expansion and reconfiguration of 
the existing concourse will be vast improvements in the ability of public safety 
officers to handle emergency situations. 

IL Union Station New North-South Concourse Project - $20 million is requested to 
construct a new concourse which will further lessen congestion in existing rail 
concourse areas by doubling the space available for passenger transfers among the 
various modes at the station. This project would connect directly to the existing 
concourse and provide passenger access to the lower level tracks which serve 
Amtrak trains and all VRE trains. This new concourse will also substantially 
improve air quality in the immediate passenger boarding areas through improved 
ventilation systems. 

III. Union Station Intercity Bus and Metro Access Project - $40 million is requested to 
construct a new facility so that intercity bus service can be incorporated into the 
Union Station complex. This project also includes the creation of a new entrance for 
Metro passengers on 1 st Street NE, below the H Street overpass, and construction of 
a connecting walkway to the existing ticketing and entrance area. A second new 
entrance for Metro passengers would also be built on the H Street NE overpass 
adjacent to the new intercity bus terminal. Currently, intercity bus passengers 
making transfers from Metro and other modes at Union station must walk outdoors 
with their luggage for about seven minutes in order to reach the existing Greyhound 
station. Not only will this project improve access to the station for all Metro riders, 
but it will be a vast improvement for intercity bus passengers who will be able to 
make safer, seamless transfers. 

IV. Union Station H Street Connectivity. Safety & Security Project - $25 million is 
requested to structurally reinforce and repair the H Street overpass to accommodate 
planned intercity bus service and street car service. This project also includes better 
access for bicyclists to Union Station, and alleviation of the challenges for new 
streetcar service posed by H Street overpass grade change. Another component of 
this project is the construction of a connector road between Massachusetts Avenue 
and H Street to provide a critical north-south emergency egress route for the U.S. 
Capitol complex and surrounding neighborhoods in order to avoid the difficulties 
experienced during the evacuation efforts of 9/1 1. Also, implementation of 
hardening and other blast-proof features would improve security of potentially 
vulnerable portions of the station. 

In undertaking large complicated projects such as this one, it is always instructive to look at the 
“before” and the “after.” I have brought with me today some images to share with the 
Committee. I think you will agree that there is a sharp contrast between the unacceptable current 
conditions, and the efficient, safe and attractive proposed modernizations. 

Madame Chairwoman, as you know we are committed to the long term success of Union Station. 
As a local development firm with more than 30 years of experience here, we have participated in 
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the redevelopment of the City. From the Homer Building, completed in 1990, to Gallery Place 
in 2004, and now the Southeast, Southwest and Northeast quadrants where we have projects in 
the pipeline totaling more than ten million square feet, we have seen the District of Columbia 
become a world class city. And a world class city needs a world class intermodal transportation 
center which can be a model for our entire nation. That is a vision of Union Station which we 
know you share and we again want to thank you for your relentless pursuit of a Union Station 
ITC which not only relieves the current congestion but which also paves the way for future 
growth and new transportation modes. 

With that, Madame Chairwoman, I would be glad to answer any questions you or Members of 
the Committee may have. 
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Transportation & Infrastructure Committee 

Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings & Emergency Management 

Hearing July 22, 2009 
Questions for the Record 
Responses by Chip Akridge 

1. What additional transportation related facilities did you propose for the air rights 
development at Union Station? 

• The proposed North-South Concourse will be located beneath and likely partially inside 
of our air rights. We also plan to build a direct vertical connection from our central plaza 
area into this new concourse, which will vastly improve pedestrian flow in and out of the 
station. 

• The proposed expansion and renovation of the North Station Entrance areas will also be 
integrated into another entrance into our air rights project. 

• A pedestrian walkway and plaza area will be provided through our air rights to facilitate 
passage from the north of the station to H Street and surrounding communities. 

• We will provide easements to facilitate a street presence (signage and/or passageways) on 
H Street for the proposed Intercity Bus Terminal. Alternatively, we are willing to lease 
or sell space to the Bus Terminal entity for an increased presence on H Street in our 
current air rights holdings. 

• The development will provide dedicated areas which promote the circulation and storage 
of bicycles and integration into the Metropolitan Branch Trail. 

2. In your testimony you mention the need for improvements to the concourse which 
then will improve the ability of public safety officers to handle emergencies? What 
are the limitations as they exist now? 

Based on our discussions with Amtrak public safety and security experts, we have learned 

that: 

• The current concourse does not provide enough access points (gate entries) between 
passenger waiting and track areas. This decreases the ability to cordon off the multiple 
types of passengers boarding trains or alighting trains. 

• When train delays occur, the current facilities do not have the capacity to accommodate 
the extra passengers in the waiting areas resulting in overcrowded conditions. 

• Amtrak desires an increased amount of space in order to accommodate enhanced 
passenger screening which may be required during periods of high alert or for other 
reasons in the future. Enhanced screening will require dedicated space and queuing as 
well as distinct ‘sterile’ areas for those who have passed through screening. Expanding 
spaces, including the concourse mezzanine level, will facilitate such measures, whereas 
current conditions create significant limitation. 
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• A reconfiguration of the locations where security officers are stationed could improve the 
ability of such personnel to respond to emergency situations. 


3. What suggestions do you have for funding the project you outline in your 
testimony? 

• While many private entities will provide support, both through direct funding and in-kind 
services, the Federal government must take the lead role in providing financial support 
for the modernization of the ITC, a public project which will benefit millions of 
passengers and visitors to the station each year. More than $3 million has already been 
provided by Congress in annual appropriations bills for feasibility studies and planning. 

In addition to these annual funding bills, the upcoming multiyear reauthorization of 
surface transportation programs represents an opportunity for the allocation of the 
substantial funds which are needed to place the proposed ITC renovations on a five- to 
six-year trajectory for completion. Another source of support could be the High Speed 
and Intercity Passenger Rail funds from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009 (ARRA). In addition, given the critical importance of Union Station to regional 
security, homeland security funding represents another source of support for addressing 
components of the project which relate to emergency response. 

• Through its capital improvement programs and other sources, Amtrak may also be a 
source of funding. 

• Local matching funds for federal dollars could also be derived from the three 
jurisdictions (Virginia, Maryland and the District of Columbia) whose residents will most 
directly benefit from an improved Union Station. 

• As noted above, the private stakeholders such as the Burnham Place development team, 
Ashkenazy Acquisition Corporation and Greyhound will also contribute matching funds 
through both direct monetary outlays and in-kind services. Speaking for the Burnham 
team, we have devoted more than $300,000 to date on helping move the proposed ITC 
modernization project from an idea to the urgent debate it is today. We have deployed 
architects, engineers, traffic planners and attorneys to develop proposals for a functional, 
attractive intermodal facility. These changes would not only alleviate today’s extreme 
congestion but also accommodate future growth and additional modes of transportation, 
such as enhanced high speed rail. As we undertake our private development in the air 
rights, we will continue to invest in public transportation facilities at Union Station, 
particularly those located in, or connecting to, the air rights, such as the facilities outlined 
in question number 1 above. Additionally, we will commit a substantial amount of 
funding and in-kind services related to the construction of the platform above the rail 
yard, a structure which will be integrated with the operations of Amtrak and other modes. 

• Finally, given the critical significance of Union Station as a regional transportation hub, it 
might be worthwhile to examine the feasibility of some kind of innovative regional 
financing mechanism in order to provide a dedicated revenue stream for this grand 
facility. Although such a program for Union Station would be on a smaller scale, a 
model for such a financing scheme might be found in the Passenger Facility Charge 
(PFC) program. PFCs are collected for every enplaned passenger at commercial airports 
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controlled by public agencies. Airports then use these fees to fund FAA-approved 
projects that enhance capacity, safety and security. Under this program, the users who 
benefit from the facility contribute to its viability. Likewise, a program might be devised 
which would collect a small fee from each passenger embarking or debarking at Union 
Station in order to help rehabilitate and modernize the facility. 


4. Will Akridge contribute financially to the construction of the pedestrian tunnel? To 
the intercity bus terminal? 

• Others parties such as intercity bus operators will take the lead in matching public funds 
for these projects. Our team will continue to provide coordination and design assistance 
with the planning efforts for these projects and other initiatives. 
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Good afternoon. Madam Chair, I am Steve Alleman, Amtrak’s General Superintendent 
responsible for all rail operations at Washington Union Station. Thank you for the 
invitation to testify. Amtrak has its monthly board meeting today, so because of this 
conflict, our Board Chair, Mr. torn Carper, and our CEO, Mr. Joe Boardman, are 
unfortunately unable to attend. They asked me to express their regrets, and to thank you 
on their behalf for your longstanding record of support for the station. 


Union Station is Amtrak’s second busiest station (in terms of annual ridership), and it sits 
at the point of convergence of three rail routes that connect Washington with destinations 
to the north and west, and one that runs across the Potomac River to connect the city to 
Virginia and the South. Above the station tracks is a bus deck that provides travelers 
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important to Mr. Boardman’s vision of an interconnected rail system with complementary 
transportation services. Mr. Boardman has a lot of experience in the transit world, and he 
appreciates the need for close modal integration; it’s the best way to provide travelers 
with a satisfactory range of transportation options. This belief is anchored in the 
knowledge that the network must provide the citizens of the District with transportation 
choices that will satisfy their needs. 


There are currently several proposals to construct a bus station on the existing deck at 
Union Station. Greyhound would like to move its services to the deck, a move we would 
support. DCDOT is interested in expanding the facility as well, and I think it’s a 
reasonable goal - the deck entrance at H Street is large enough for the volume of traffic. 
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Union Station handled 1 1 ,888 busses last year. A number of these services provide 
intermodal connections that make rail service convenient and effective. The larger issue 
of an intercity bus station is the subject of a study that’s jointly funded by USRC and 
Greyhound; I understand that we can expect to see a report in August. The study will 
analyze the structural, ventilation, and water and sewage needs of these proposals, and 
the ability of our structure to accommodate them. The existing waiting areas and 
restroom facilities in the station are inadequate for Amtrak’s daily clientele, to say 
nothing of the needs of an intercity bus station. While it doesn’t address them 
specifically, we would hope that the study will begin a process to identify those needs, 
because there’s not enough room in Union Station. 

We expect that the train ridership trend will increase, and you can expect to see 
corresponding growth in demands on our facilities. Given the extraordinary demands 
that various users are making on this historic structure, Amtrak believes the appropriate 
course of action is a formal joint consultative process involving key stakeholders. This 
process needs to recognize Union Station’s unique and irreplaceable role as DC’s 
intermodal terminal, and to address growth needs for rail and the existing bus services. 
Once we have an idea of the engineering feasibility, a joint effort should undertake the 
necessary environmental studies to determine the impact and cost of major changes so 
that we could have a definite idea of what they will likely be. A consultative process 
would also allow us to bring in other neighboring stakeholders such as the NOMA 
Business Improvement District 
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We are currently working with DC DOT and Union Station Redevelopment Corporation, 
as well as the other involved entities to determine the best way forward. USRC is an 
excellent forum for these discussions, since the USRC Board includes Amtrak, the city, 
and the Federal City Council, all of whom are present today and believe the Board is an 
appropriate forum for these discussions, and are interested in moving forward with a plan 
that is adaptive and reflective of the regional and national goals for intermodality and 
livable communities. 

In closing, I suggest we begin formalizing the steps we need to take by: 

• identifying the funding we will need to develop plans, 
s Assessing the impacts of those plsns, 

• Determining costs, and 

• Finding the funding to pay for feasible projects. 

I am confident we can work together with all of the stakeholders on this, and I believe 
this collaborative effort will yield a vision for the 21 st Century Union Station. That vision 
will help us to make the intermodal improvements that we need to truly realize a new and 
revitalized Union Station. I will be happy to answer any questions you have at this time, 
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Union Station Redevelopment Corporation 


Written Statement of David S. Ball 
President, Union Station Redevelopment Corporation 

BEFORE THE 

Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings and 
Emergency Management 

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, 

U S. House of Representatives 

July 22, 2009 


Chairwoman Norton, Ranking Member Diaz-Balart, and Members of the Subcommittee, 

I am very pleased to be here this morning on behalf of the Union Station 
Redevelopment Corporation, also known as USRC, to provide testimony support of 
“The Congressional Vision for a 21 st Century Union Station: New Intermodal Uses and a 
New Union Station Livable Community”. It is important to note that the care and 
custody of Washington Union Station has been entrusted to the Union Station 
Redevelopment Corporation, USRC. The testimony also provides important information 
concerning steps taken since the Congressional Testimony of July 22, 2008 and the 
committee’s follow-up questions of August 22, 2008 with concerns about enhancing 
Union Station’s stature as a intermodal transportation center including steps being taken 
to construct an intercity bus terminal at the Union Station complex in which Greyhound 
would be a participant; and overseeing the retail developer’s re-tenanting plans for the 
station. 


Since the committee meeting held on July 22, 2008, USRC and other Union Station 
stakeholders have met and held serious discussions about constructing an intercity bus 
terminal at Union Station, increasing the intermodal use of the station and how best to 
ensure that what we do today improves access and usability for the station’s 
constituents. USRC and most of its stakeholders view this opportunity as a chance to 
take a holistic approach to intermodal improvements at Union Station. We are focused 
on today and the next 100 years. We are framing solutions to reduce patron congestion 
in the Amtrak passenger concourse; to bring new retail opportunities into the station; to 
improve pedestrian and vehicular access in and around Columbus Plaza; to install a 
perimeter security bollard system; to work on an immediate solution to construct an 
intercity bus terminal in the parking garage; to gain new pedestrian access into the 
garage via the WMATA pedestrian tunnel and the proposed vertical access shaft 
adjacent to H Street; along with the installation of 10 new escalators in the garage to 
enhance patron egress and ingress. Our attention to these matters will improve the 
services rendered to our current intermodal transportation providers - WMATA busses 
and Metro, tour busses, the DC Circulator, Amtrak , VRE and MARC. 


1 0 G Street NE • Suite 504 ■ Washington, DC 20002 • (202) 222-0271 • Fax: (202) 222-0280 
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To: Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings 
and Emergency Management 
July 22, 2009 ' 


What has happened since the July 22. 2008 Hearing 

• USRC successfully worked with and obtained agency approval from the 
Commission of Fine Arts, the National Capital Planning Commission, and the DC 
State Historic Preservation Officer for the implementation of security upgrades at 
the station and the rehabilitation of Columbus Plaza. The contractor documents 
are being prepared to be bid out competitively by District Department of 
Transportation (DDOT). As part of the Columbus Plaza improvements WMATA 
will gain 10 free bus slips in the garage to enhance bus travel in the area. The 
DC Circulator currently runs two routes out of the garage. 

• During the fall of 2008 USRC participated in meetings with the DDOT, Akridge, 
WMATA, Amtrak, the Ashkenazy Acquisitions Corporation (AAC — the station 
retail developer) and Greyhound on how to incorporate an intercity bus terminal 
in the station. The draft Intermodai Transportation Center (ITC) study being 
conducted by DDOT provided data and insight into future uses and expectations 
of the Union Station complex. The ITC identified the northern portion of the 
garage as the most feasible location for an intercity bus terminal. 

All stakeholders met to share ideas regarding the various plans for the future of 
Union Station and Greyhound was a welcomed participant in these meetings. 
After analyzing all the data, the majority of stakeholders agreed that the best 
location for an intercity bus terminal was on the north end of the garage. During 
that period architects from the various stakeholders worked on this concept. 

In February 2009, Representative Mica requested that Amtrak, Greyhound, 

USRC and the District meet in his office to discuss Greyhound tenancy at Union 
Station. His directions were clear, think outside the box; don’t be limited by lease 
lines or contractual issues. Make it work. 

After several working group sessions we convened a meeting of all the 
stakeholders in April. The best solution that seemed to work for everyone was 
placing the intercity bus terminal on the north end of the bus deck and 
constructing a northern Metro access point via the WMATA pedestrian tunnel 
and the creation of a vertical pedestrian access route connecting with the H 
Street Bridge. This plan would allow intercity bus passengers to come directly off 
Metro and gain access to the intercity bus terminal via walking a short distance 
through a climate controlled well-lit walkway to reach their destination. It would 
improve passenger flow at the Union Station Metro Station and reduce potential 
traffic flow problems in the Amtrak passenger waiting areas. The intercity bus 
terminal would be designed to have a prominent presence on H Street. 
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To: Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings 
and Emergency Management 
July 22, 2009 ' 
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In May Representative Norton requested that I meet with her to discuss progress 
to date. Even though she thought that we were moving on the right track she 
requested that USRC see if there was a way to move forward with the 
construction of an intercity bus terminal in which Greyhound and/or other carriers 
would be participants. Since that time we have identified approximately 42,000sf 
that could be used for a bus terminal - temporary or permanent. USRC and 
Greyhound have engaged an engineering firm to investigate the physical 
limitations of the existing bus deck to determine where utilities can be found to 
support the new use. The results of that study are due in August. Once the cost 
for the delivery of the utilities and the structural carrying capacity of the deck has 
been identified a cost can be established for building the terminal. Stakeholders 
will focus on this data and we should be able to make end user, design, 
construction, financing, and scheduling decisions by late fall. Most recently 
USRC provided the new Greyhound management with a site tour of the garage 
and we received their concurrence that the north end of the bus deck is most 
suited for the terminal. 

• We have been working continuously with AAC and Amtrak in reviewing AAC’s 
retail plans and expect that some of the plans will be instituted this year. 


USRC looks forward to working with Greyhound and all other parties to make the 
intercity bus terminal a reality for Union Station. Thank you. I will be pleased to 
answer any questions you may have. 
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Union Station Redevelopment Corporation 

David S. Ball 
President 


MEMORANDUM 


To: To the Subcommittee on Economic Development, 

Public Buildings apd Emergency Management 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 

From: David S. Bal 

RE: Responses to Questionsfor the Record 

From the Union Station Redevelopment Corporation 
Concerning the July 22, 2009 Hearing on 
“The Congressional Vision for a 21 sl Century 
Union Station: New Intermodal Uses and a 
New Union Station Livable Community'’. 

Date: August 31, 2009 

On July 22, 2009 the Union Station Redevelopment Corporation (USRC) was invited to 
and gave testimony before the Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public 
Buildings and Emergency Management concerning “The Congressional Vision for a 21 st 
Century Union Station: New Intermodal Uses and a New Union Station Livable 
Community”. As a follow up to the hearing we received Questions for Record from the 
Committee that required our response. This document is the response to the Questions 
for the Record. 

For ease of reading we have included each question prior to the response. 

1. Question: What is the general estimate for the new intercity bus terminal? 

Response: Based on the Proposed Greyhound Bus Terminal at the Union Station 
Parking Garage Study dated August 31, an order of magnitude cost is $3.0 million. 
This cost does not include soft/professional cost: construction contingencies, 
temporary facilities for intercity bus services, lost revenue from the bus deck during 
construction; and Amtrak’s safety related field and engineering support services. 
Including the items at an estimated cost of $1 .0 million, the total estimate is $4.0 
million. 


1 0 G Street NE • Suite 504 • Washington, DC 20002 • (202) 222-0271 • Fax: (202) 222-0280 
dball@usrcdc.com 
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2. Question: Last year there was mention of a new bike center at Union 
Station. What can you tell us about that? Where will it be? How large? 
Hours of operation? Will there be a charge for use? 

Response: Please see the attached “ Union Station Bicycle Transit Center” fact 
sheet prepared by the District Department of Transportation. 


3. Mr. Ball, in previous testimony you mentioned parking spaces at the garage 
for 98 buses. Is that an ideal number especially in light of the recently 
opened Capitol Visitor Center? 

R esponse: The bus deck is optimally striped for 98 bus slips. Ninety eight is not an 
Ideal number especially in light of the recently opened Capitol Visitor Center. When 
an intercity bus facility is constructed on the bus deck the number of available 
spaces will be reduced by approximately 30% from 98 to 65. 
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Union Station Bicycle Transit Center 



What is the Bicycle Transit Center? 

The Bicycle Transit Center (aka the Bike 
Station) will offer bicycle parking, rentals, 
repairs and accessories in a 1700 square 
foot building being constructed at the 
end of Union Station. 


When will it open? 
In the Fall of 2009. 


How many bikes will it hold? 

About 128 inside, on 2-tier racks. It will 
also accommodate recumbent bikes and 
tandems. 


Wifi it have showers? 

No, we do not have the space or the plumbing to provide showers or bathrooms. There 
will be a changing room and small lockers for personal items. 


How much will it cost to park? 

We have not set the rates yet, but we expect the cost to be about $1 a day or $100 for an 
annual membership. There will still be about 40 free spaces at outdoor racks. 

What is the benefit of membership? 

In addition to a reduced parking rate, members will receive a card-key so they can access 
the parking portion of the building 24/7. Non-members will be able to enter 7:00am to 
7:00pm during the week, and 9:00am to 5:00pm on the weekend. 

Who will operate the Bicycle Transit Center? 

DDOT will shortly announce the vendor selected to operate the Bicycle Transit Center. 

The organization selected demonstrated the best combination of qualifications, experience, 
and cost effectiveness. 

What will be required of the operator? 

The operator will be required to park bicycles and provide repairs, rentals and accessories. 

Will the Bicycle Transit Center be subsidized? 

We expect that revenues from rentals, repairs, and retail accessories will offset the 
expense of operating the bicycle parking. 

How much will it cost to build? 

Roughly $3 million for the building, plus and estimated $1 million for associated site 
improvements. The project is funded with 80% federal transportation money and 20% city 
money. 

For more information see www.ddot.dc.gov/bike . or call 202 671 2331. 


d®, 

S T/aratporfaSfoa 


★ -&• 



September 2008 


62 


Testimony of Gabe Klein, Director 
District of Columbia Department of Transportation 
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Before the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings 
and Emergency Management 

July 22, 2009 


Good morning Chairwoman Norton and members of the Subcommittee. I am Gabe Klein, 
Director of the District of Columbia Department of Transportation or DDOT. I thank you for the 
opportunity to join this discussion on “The Congressional Vision for a 21 st Century Union 
Station: New Intermodal Uses and New Union Station Livable Community”. 

DDOT has been involved with Union Station for many years, beginning with our funding for the 
garage behind the station. My remarks today will largely focus on the results of the DRAFT 
Final Union Station Intermodal Transportation Center Feasibility Study and its recommendations 
for planned improvements. Before going further, I would like to express the District's gratitude 
and appreciation for the leadership role the Subcommittee and Chairwoman Norton has taken to 
support the development and improvement of Union Station. 

Background 

DDOT has been active in seeking improvement to Union Station for many years. When Union 
Station was renovated in the 1980s, the District of Columbia contributed $40 million toward the 
construction of the Union Station Garage. In the late 1 990s, DDOT also provided Amtrak with 
$3 million for lead paint abatement and renovation of train platform canopies. 
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More recently, DDOT participated with the Union Station Redevelopment Corporation (USRC) 
and several other local and federal agencies in analyzing Columbus Circle and Columbus Plaza 
in front of Union Station. In 2000, a plan was developed to minimize conflicts between vehicles, 
pedestrians and cyclists. The plan entailed reconfiguring Columbus Circle and Columbus 
Plaza. In recent years, Amtrak has sought to add a system of bollards to this plan. This has 
resulted in considerable back-and-forth between the National Capital Planning Commission 
(NCPC) and the Commission on Fine Arts (CFA). In June, both agencies agreed on the bollard 
design. DDOT is now incorporating their latest guidance into the scope of work so that a 
solicitation for construction bids can go out in September. A new bike station, which was 
envisioned as part of the Columbus Circle reconfiguration, has been able to proceed on its own 
and DDOT expects the bicycle station to open near the end of September. 

In 2003, DDOT supported Union Station’s effort to expand its garage - provided that Union 
Station remove sedan parking from the bus deck. This position expressed DDOT's support for 
increased transit, charter, and intercity bus use at Union Staiton. The garage has been 
expanded and DDOT reconfigured the H St Bridge median to accommodate additional bus 
traffic. The garage now holds 2,194 cars instead of 1,450 and the bus deck now has space for 
98 buses instead of 65. 

Today, Union Station is the premier intermodal transportation center in Washington, D.C. About 
90,000 people utilize the station every day - about 32 million annually. As a transportation 
facility, people go there to access intercity passenger rail, commuter rail, transit (Metrorail, 
Metrobus and the DC Circulator), sightseeing buses, charter buses, intercity buses, rental cars, 
car-sharing vehicles, taxicabs, private autos and soon, bikesharing and bike storage. 
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ITC Feasibility Study 

The Union Station Garage occupies only half of the air rights above the tracks immediately east 
of the Station. During the past decade, there has been considerable interest in developing the 
other half as well as air rights north of the H Street Bridge. The Akridge Companies acquired 
these air rights from the General Services Administration. Akridge proposed creating additional 
transportation-related facilities in association with their development of these air rights - and 
these proposed transportation facilities gave rise to the Intermodal Transportation Center funds 
appropriated by Congress. As an initial step, DDOT used some of these funds to undertake a 
feasibility study for these facilities. 

Over the past year, DDOT has been analyzing the feasibility of new transportation facilities as 
part of the proposed new development in and around Union Station. Our analysis examines 
these new facilities’ impacts on Union Station’s existing facilities and services, and on its ability 
to accommodate future passenger rail, public transit and tourism growth. Data collection for the 
feasibility study began in February 2008 and represents the most comprehensive analysis to 
date of the myriad transportation alternatives at Union Station. The overarching purpose was 
to investigate the feasibility of the development, design and construction of new intermodal 
transportation facilities as part of the proposed Burnham Place commercial and residential 
development. The study area of the project encompasses an approximately 20-square block 
site bounded by M Street to the north; 3 rd Street to the east; Massachusetts Avenue to the 
south; and North Capitol Street to the west and includes residential, commercial and federal 
stakeholders such as the Capitol Complex, and the neighborhoods of Capitol Hill, NoMa, 

Stanton Park, Sursum Corda and Near Northeast. 
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Needs Assessment & Framework Goals 

After studying the existing demand for the multiple modes of transport at Union Station, we 
identified several key needs paramount to the goal of making Union Station a world-class, multi- 
modal center: 1.) Improved modal connections; 2.) Increased rail and bus capacity; and 3.) 
Enhanced pedestrian circulation and wayfinding. 

We developed the following framework goals to guide the development of the improvements 
proposed in the Union Station ITC Feasibility Study and evaluated each recommendation on its 
ability to meet the aforementioned identified needs, and support the development of a 
comprehensive, efficient and accessible multi-modal station at Union Station: 

Framework Goals 

1. Maintain and enhance Union Station as a multi-modal transportation hub; 

2. Promote Union Station as a fluid pedestrian environment that supports 
comprehensive connectivity; 

3. Ensure enhanced safety and security in and around the station; and 

4. Respect the architecture, cultural, and regional significance of the historic 
station. 

Study Recommendations 

There are over 22 recommended improvements outlined in the DRAFT FINAL Union Station 
ITC Feasibility Study which cover five areas: Columbus Plaza; the Train Concourse Area; First 
Street, NE; H Street, NE; and the Parking Garage and Tracks Area. 

For the purposes of this testimony, I would like to focus on three of the study’s recommended 
improvements that are of particular interest to this body, and also maximize and leverage 
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investments recently made by several Union Station stakeholders including The Congress of the 
United States, Amtrak. USRC and the District of Columbia Department of Transportation; 

1 . ) Construction of an inter-city bus station on the Union Station parking deck; 

2. ) Completion of the WMATA pedestrian tunnel to 1 st Street and vertical connections to H 
Street; 

3. ) Expansion of Train Concourse Areas including improved wayfinding signage. 

These and the other recommended improvements are necessary to support the proposed 
growth in and around Union Station to the year 2050. 

Currently DDOT is working with Greyhound, USRC and Akridge to identify the optimal location 
for an inter-city bus facility that will provide the necessary access and capacity for inter-city bus 
operations on the existing Union Station parking deck. We will continue to keep you abreast of 
these developments as they are on-going. An essential element in creating an inter-city bus 
terminal on the Union Station parking deck is determining the structural integrity of the existing 
parking deck to support passenger facilities associated with intercity bus service. USRC has 
begun this analysis and the findings will influence decisions regarding the type of inter-city 
facility that can be constructed. 

In addition, care must be taken to ensure operational compatibility between intercity bus 
services and the transit services, sightseeing services and charter bus parking that must also 
share this space. Another challenge is to determine how Greyhound and other carriers can 
share an inter-city bus terminal while paying their fair share for the terminal's construction, 
operation and maintenance. 
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DDOT envisions a future inter-city bus facility providing a new “front-door" to Union Station from 
an enlivened H Street with vertical pedestrian access from Metrorail occurring via the extension 
of the WMATA pedestrian tunnel from the northern Metrorail mezzanine to 1 st Street, NE 
beneath the H Street overpass. Given the existing pedestrian conflicts at the Northern Metrorail 
access and egress points, a new entrance at 1 sl Street, NE will provide residents, employees 
and visitors to NoMa with direct, unencumbered access to Union Station. We are currently 
working with WMATA to develop conceptual designs for the completion of this pedestrian tunnel 
and reconfiguration of the existing I s ' Street entrance to facilitate improved pedestrian 
circulation between commuter rail, Metrorail and inter-city rail passengers. The cost estimates 
for these pedestrian improvements are approximately $9 million. 

Union Station serves over 5 million inter-city rail passengers annually who access the station via 
Metrorail, taxi, buses, walking, and bicycle. That figure is expected to increase significantly as 
planned improvements to Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor and the Southeast High Speed Rail 
Corridor through Virginia and North Carolina are implemented over the next five to ten years 
and MARC and VRE expand their commuter services. The existing waiting areas and 
bathrooms at Union Station must be expanded to support the growth of inter-city and commuter 
rail travel. Expansion of the East-West concourse to the North, expansion of the Mezzanine 
Level and expansion of the North Concourse will provide more waiting areas and facilitate 
improved passenger circulation between regional and commuter rail passengers. The cost 
estimates for the phased improvements to these concourse and mezzanine areas are 
approximately $20 million. 

These improvements are but a small breakout of the detailed recommendations for 
improvements to Union Station provided in the intermodal Transportation Feasibility Study. 
DDOT will work cooperatively with all of Union Station's stakeholders to review each of the 
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recommendations and design concepts developed under the ITC Feasibility Study to ensure a 
sound implementation plan to improve Union Station. DDOT has already submitted pre- 
applications to the United States Department of Transportation for economic stimulus grants to 
assist with the waiting area enhancements and the reconfiguration of the existing Metrorail 
connection. 

Timeline 

in August, the Community Leaders Committee and the Technical Advisory Committee will 
receive copies of the DRAFT Final Union Station ITC Feasibility Study for review and comment. 
Upon receiving their comments and recommendations the DRAFT will be finalized and 
presented to the public in late September. We will also have the results of the structural 
analysis study of the parking garage and its ability to support an intercity bus terminal facility. 

Conclusion 

DDOT is proud to be one of the partners that have helped make Union Station one of the 
premier intermodal transportation centers in the country. We are grateful for your leadership 
and assistance in providing funding that makes continued improvements possible. With your 
help, we will allow even more people to find safe, convenient and affordable ways to come to 
the Nation’s Capital and access its many attractions. Thank you for inviting me to testify. I am 
happy to answer any questions. 
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July 22, 2009 Congressional Hearing on Union Station Intermodal Station 
Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings and Emergency Management 
District Department of Transportation 
Questions for the Record 

1. On page 4 of your testimony you mention 3 key needs to making Union Station a 
world class intermodal center. One of the key needs is increased capacity. Given an 
already-determined footprint of Union Station, I am interested in how capacity 
could be increased. 

The capacity of Union Station to handle more visitors and patrons can be increased 
within its existing footprint in at least two ways: 

A. First, by reconfiguring existing spaces within the station to accommodate 
predicted increases in pedestrian and passenger traffic. Examples of this include: 

• The reconfiguration of the Amtrak waiting areas to take advantage of 
space that is now largely empty between the existing waiting areas and the 
track platforms; 

• Extension of the mezzanine above the waiting areas; 

• Creating a new pedestrian passageway between the Amtrak waiting area 
and Victoria’s Secret; and 

• Providing men’s and women’s restroom facilities on both sides of the 
waiting area. This would reduce the extent of some pedestrian traffic 
within the Amtrak concourse without reducing the number of pedestrians. 

B. Second, by improving signage to more effectively and efficiently direct people to 
their preferred destinations. This could reduce conflicts between pedestrians 
seeking different destinations within the station. 

2. What, if any, are the major impediments to an intermodal center at Union Station? 

Union Station is already an inter-modal and multi-modal transportation center. The 
modes available at Union Station include: 

1 . Intercity passenger rail (with connection to BWI airport) 

2. Commuter Rail (with connection to BWI airport) 

3. Rail transit (with connection to National airport) 

4. Bus transit 

5. Taxi service 

6. Rental car 

7. Car sharing 

8. Private auto parking 

9. Bike parking (soon to be improved with an attended bike station) 

10. High-quality pedestrian connections to nearby destinations. (These will be 
improved by the reconfiguration of Columbus Plaza and Columbus Circle that 
will begin within a few months.) 

1 1 . Sightseeing bus service (including amphibious vehicles) 
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12. Intercity Bus Service. However, currently there is only a very limited intercity 
service here. (Greyhound rents one berth on the bus deck from which it operates 
four schedules daily, two each way between Charlottesville and our Washington 
DC facility. DDOT and USRC have been working with many stakeholders over 
the past year-and-a-half with the goal of substantially enhancing intercity bus 
services at Union Station. 

Major impediments to enhancing intercity bus services at Union Station include: 

• The availability of free curbside bus loading and unloading on downtown streets. 
DDOT is drafting regulations to curtail this activity due to the negative externalities 
associated with it regarding traffic congestion, pollution and access to transit and 
adjacent properties. 

• The willingness (or unwillingness) of intercity bus operators to compensate USRC for 
the creation, operation and maintenance of intercity bus facilities and services at 
Union Station. 

3. How will the costs be allocated among the major stakeholders? 

Cost allocations among the stakeholders associated with an inter-city bus facility have to 
be approached systematically. There are only limited spaces available for intercity bus 
services at Union Station. Therefore, we may need to rely on the market to price the 
availability of intercity bus arrival and departure slots. Companies availing themselves of 
intercity bus facilities and services will be required to pay in proportion to their use - 
with the understanding that the total payment from all users and beneficiaries must 
compensate USRC for the creation, operation and maintenance of these facilities and 
services. Benefits to existing stakeholders from the existence of intercity bus operations, 
to the extent that they can be quantified, might reduce the extent to which the bus 
operators must bear the full cost for intercity bus facilities and services. 

4. Do you have any estimates now of the anticipated costs for the intercity bus center 
at Union Station? 

It should be noted that the plans for intercity bus facilities are still in development. The 
size, capacity and design are all being considered. Currently USRC is conducting an 
engineering study of the bus deck to determine its structural capacity. This study will 
inform decisions related to the potential size of any bus facilities. 

The preliminary cost estimates for intercity bus facilities at Union Station in DDOT’s 
DRAFT USITC Report were considered to be low based on the recent review of the 
document by members of our Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). The TAC and 
Citizen’s Leaders Committee (CLC) have until August 28 ,h to provide comments/edits 
back to the project team. Greyhound has already provided a recommended order of 
magnitude cost estimate range for us to include in our revised final report. Based on the 
comments received to date, a cost range between $1 million and $5 million is possible. 
However, the provision of utilities and other engineering requirements could add an 
unknown amount to this range. 
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TESTIMONY OF DAVID LEACH 

PRESIDENT AND CEO 
GREYHOUND LINES, INC. 

350 NORTH ST. PAUL STREET 
DALLAS, TX 75201 
(972) 789-7373 

BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, PUBLIC 
BUILDINGS AND EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

Of The 

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE 


On 

WASHINGTON UNION STATION: DEVELOPING NEW INTERMODAL USES 
July 22, 2009 


Chairwoman Norton and Members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity to 
appear before you today to discuss Greyhound’s potential plans to relocate to Washington 
Union Station. Greyhound is eager to move its Washington intercity bus operations to 
Union Station and has been actively engaged in discussions focused on making that 
happen. I greatly appreciate the strong support for that initiative shown by Chairwoman 
Norton and Chairman Oberstar and Ranking Member Mica of the full Committee. 

When I appeared before you a year ago, I said that after years of off and on again efforts, 
forces were converging that made me optimistic that plans could be finalized for 
Greyhound to move to Union Station in the fairly near future. The Deputy Mayor’s office 
was actively pushing for Greyhound to move to Union Station; there was a new landlord 
for the Union Station interior spaces who had plans for Greyhound to have it ticket 
selling facilities inside the headhouse; and there was strong congressional support for the 
move. 

My optimism proved premature. Because of opposition from Amtrak, the landlord was 
not able to proceed with the plans to locate Greyhound’s ticketing facilities in the 
headhouse. Greyhound then developed plans for a ticket selling facility at the head of the 
escalators leading from the bus deck to the headhouse. That design is the attached Option 
2. Various parties opposed that design because of crowding on those escalators. 

Greyhound then came up with an alternative design (attached Option 3), which would 
locate the terminal in the Southwest comer of the bus deck, that is, at the front of the bus 
deck, but on the other side of the bus deck from the existing escalators. The benefit of 
that design was that there is an old escalator shaft in the middle of that space, which 
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could be re-opened for new vertical access. However, various parties opposed that 
location because of congestion at the foot of those escalators and at the front entrance to 
the bus deck. 

Then, we came up with a third design (attached Option 1), which would locate the bus 
terminal at the rear of the bus deck (north end, just south of H Street). This solved the 
congestion issue, but created a problem for Greyhound in that it would leave its 
passengers with an extremely long walk from the Union Station Metro station and the 
headhouse. Greyhound said that this location was acceptable if the existing tunnel 
running from the Metro station could be finished all the way to H Street with vertical 
access to the bus deck. 

Various parties expressed concerns about this location also. The main concern was that it 
would take space from other vehicles that use the bus deck, primarily charter and tour 
motorcoaches. Those parties took the position that the bus terminal should not be on the 
existing bus deck, but rather should be located on an extension of the bus deck to be 
constructed as part of the long range Burnham Place and redevelopment plans for Union 
Station. 

At this point, we dug our heels in. Our position was that, although we strongly supported 
the long range Union Station plans. Greyhound’s move to the Union Station bus deck 
needed to be, and could be, completed in a much shorter timeframe. We also thought that 
there was room on the existing bus deck to accommodate both Greyhound and the other 
bus deck users. 

In that regard, Greyhound conducted a survey of the number of buses (including Metro 
buses) on the bus deck at varying times and dates at the height of Spring break and the 
Easter Holiday, which is the busiest period for the bus deck. We found that of the 98 bus 
parking spaces on the bus deck, the most that were ever occupied with buses was 36 at 
12:40 PM on Saturday, April 18. The average number of buses on the bus deck for the 37 
times the survey was conducted was 15. 

Soon after that survey. Chairwoman Norton and Chairman Oberstar and Ranking 
Member Mica of the full Committee sent a May 7, 2009 letter to USRC stating that “We 
want Greyhound to be moved to Union Station expeditiously, and urge you to continue 
working with Greyhound on a more immediate solution” than incorporation in the long- 
range Burnham Place development. 

Since that letter, there have been a series of meetings and discussions involving the major 
relevant parties - USRC, the DC Department of Transportation, the Office of the DC 
Deputy Mayor for Planning and Development, Akridge, Washington Metro, and 
Greyhound. Out of those discussions, 1 believe a consensus has emerged on a plan to 
proceed expeditiously to create an intercity bus terminal on the existing bus deck. I 
cannot say definitively that all parties agree with all parts of the plan - hopefully, this 
hearing will help to clarify that - but here are the key parts of the plan, as I see it: 
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First, I believe that all parties are in agreement that the location of the intercity bus 
terminal on the rear of the bus deck is the preferred option (Option 1). That option would 
allow for approximately 5 1 bus loading zones unrelated to the bus terminal. 

Second, there needs to be a feasibility study to determine any weight restrictions for the 
terminal and issues with regard to access of utilities to the bus deck. Greyhound and 
USRC have agreed to split the cost of that feasibility study. The study is about to start 
and we hope that it can completed in 30 days. 

Third, the completion of the Metro tunnel to H Street with moving walkways and vertical 
access (escalators, elevator, and utilities) to the bus deck is essential to the location of the 
bus terminal at the rear of the bus deck. This also has major benefit to residents and office 
workers in NoMa in that it provides climate controlled, convenient access to Union 
Station, the Union Station Metro station, and the future Burnham Place. 

Fourth, funding of the tunnel and vertical access is a critical issue. DDOT has indicated 
that it intends to make available existing federal planning funds for the design and 
engineering work on the tunnel and vertical access. Other sources of funding will need to 
be identified for the construction. 

Fifth, existing easements that will be impacted by the tunnel and vertical access must be 
identified and addressed. As with everything at Union Station, multiple parties will be 
involved and the process will be complicated. The process needs to get started quickly. 

Sixth, USRC and Greyhound must negotiate an agreement for lease of the space for the 
terminal and buses. Both parties have indicated a willingness to start negotiating in the 
near future. 

Seventh, other uses of the bus deck must be addressed. DDOT has indicated an interest in 
moving all of the curbside bus operators to the bus deck so that it can be a complete 
intercity bus terminal like Boston South Station. Greyhound does not object to that 
approach, but it must be done in a comprehensive manner that provides equity in both 
access and cost sharing. 

Eighth, the bus terminal must be constructed. Greyhound has committed to pay for the 
construction of the terminal if it is a Greyhound facility and has already expended 
considerable resources on design and location. 

Ninth, timelines need to be identified and adhered to. Greyhound has suggested to all 
parties that a realistic goal for completion and occupancy of the bus beck bus terminal is 
3 years from now - two years to complete the funding; design and engineering of the 
tunnel, vertical access, and bus terminal; and resolution of all legal issues, and one year 
for construction of the terminal, tunnel and vertical access. 
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Tenth, Greyhound must sell its NoMa location in order to free that property up for future 
development consistent with the City’s long range plans. Greyhound fully intends to do 
so, although not until its future at Union Station is secure. 

We have a lot of work to do to make an intercity bus terminal at Union Station a reality, 
but based on the recent developments I have outlined above, I have a renewed sense of 
optimism that it can be done. Chairwoman Norton, your strong support for this project 
has been essential to getting us to this point and will be critical to its successful 
completion. Thank you very much for that support. 

I would be happy to answer any questions you or other members of the Subcommittee 
might have. 
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GREYHOUND 


August 25, 2009 

Mike Obrock Via Email 

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 

Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings and Emergency 
Management 

US House of Representatives 


Dear Mr. Obrock: 

p.o. box 660362 fu y 0ur email of August 1 9, 2009, you asked me to respond to the following 
Dallas, tx 75266-0362 q Ues ti on from the July 22 hearing on Washington Union Station: 

What are Greyhound’s plans for its existing site? 

The answer to this question is: 

Once Greyhound has finalized plans to move to Union Station, Greyhound 
intends to sell its existing site for development along the lines of the existing 
redevelopment in NoMa. The timing of that sale is linked to the timing of 
Greyhound's move to Union Station. 

Please let me know if you have any further questions. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 


David Leach 
President/CEO 
Greyhound Lines, Inc. 
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WRITTEN STATEMENT OF BARRY LUSTIG 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT LEASING AND DEVELOPMENT TO ASHKENAZY 
ACQUISTION CORPORATION 

BEFORE THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, PUBLIC BUILDINGS AND 
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE, 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPESENTATIVES 

JULY 22, 2009 

Chairwoman Norton and the Members of the Subcommittee, I thank you for the 
opportunity to speak before you today on behalf of Union Station Investco LLC (USI) regarding 
the progress behind Union Station Investco LLC, the operation and management of Union 
Station and its leasing and development plans over the past year since our last meeting a year 
ago. 

Union Station Investco LLC 

Ben Ashkenazy, through Union Station Investco LLC, was the purchaser of the leasehold 
interest in Union Station. With over 20 years of experience in real estate and as Chairman and 
Chief Executive Officer of Ashkenazy Acquisition Corp, he leads the company’s vision and 
under his stewardship the firm has developed into one of the leading real estate investors and 
operators in the United States. Mr. Ashkenazy has concluded real estate transactions valued over 
$5 billion throughout his career. 

Headquartered in New York City, Ashkenazy Acquisition Corporation (AAC) is a 
private, real estate investment firm, focusing on retail and office assets. AAC is made of an 
experienced team of in-house, seasoned professionals. With more than seventy properties, AAC 
has a superior performance history in purchasing and managing premier assets. AAC has 
acquired over 13 million square feet of retail, office and residential properties, located 
throughout the United States and Canada some of which have been listed below. 

Jones lang LaSalle (JLL) is currently engaged by USI to serve as manager and property 
agent. JLL has been involved with Union Station for the past 20 years, and has largely 
responsible for the revitalization of Union Station. 
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Union StationLeasins and Development Activity 

Union Station is not only a historic landmark but an architectural gem. USI’s goals are to 
continually enhance the functionality of the station as a premier intermodal transportation hub 
while continually adhering to the Architectural, Historic, Vendor / Tenant Equality and Tenant / 
Landlord communication standards for the property. 

Included within this presentation is an “exhibit a” showing pictorially what I will be 
discussing today. 

I will now summarize for you what you will see in the following pages: 

The Leasing and Development activity since our acquisition within the Station Concourse 
is as follows. 

• Swarovski Crystal 895 sf- New Tenancy (Open) 

• Art of Shaving 670 sf - New Tenancy (Open) 

• Shoo Woo 2535 sf - New Tenancy (Open) 

• Citi Bank 800 sf - New Tenancy (under construction) 

• Au Bon Pain - Renewal fully executed. 

• Pizzeria Uno 9275 sf- Renewal fully executed 

• B. Smith 7605 sf- Renewal fully executed. 

• Bon Voyage 630 sf - Renewal / Relocation 

• Sbarro 2575 sf- Renewal fully executed. 

The proposed re-development within the Station Concourse / Train Concourse Peninsula is 
presently in the Architectural / MEP design phase. The re-development incorporates new two 
story visual presence for the train concourse retailer visibility. A new hallway will be created 
from the Train Concourse to the Station Concourse on the far east side of the building so as to 
elevate traffic pinch points. The Leasing strategy for this peninsula development will remain 
consistent with present retail focus on the intermodal traveler retail / food / dining needs. 
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The Leasing and Development activity since last years hearing within the Metro 
Concourse, or otherwise refered to as the food hall is as follows. 

• Jamaica Jamaica @ 650 sf - New Tenancy (Open) 

• Subway 790 sf- New Tenancy (Under construction) 

• Taco Bell 535 sf - New Tenancy (under construction) 

• Sarku Japan 535 sf- New Tenancy (Open) 

• Haagen Dazs - Relocation / Renewal (soon under construction) 

• Nothing But Donuts / Paradise Smoothings - Relocation / Renewal (Open) 

• New York Deli 41 5 sf - Renewal 

• Acropolis 395 sf- Renewal 

• Bo Jangles 1 180 sf- Presently under lease Negotiation 

We also have re-developed the Metro Marketplace with the introduction of a cart / kiosk marketplace 
consisting of 8 merchants which caters to the vast array of tourists on this level. 

Within the Train concourse we are presently working along with Amtrak in developing an 
enhanced waiting / gate area for the transit consumers. The train Concourse redevelopment is 
within first phase of design / operational feasibility between USI, Amtrak & USRC. 
Redevelopment involves the expansion and reconfiguration of the entire Amtrak waiting / gate 
area to create a friendlier, relaxing and more security conscious area throughout the entire 
Amtrak gate zone. 

As we spoke last year we arc continually working on the development for the main hall in 
creating a new Center Cafe structure along with the communicating vertical stair elements 
bringing property guests up and down to the present theatre area within the metro concourse. 
Replacement of current structure will enhance traffic flow and site lines throughout the main 
hall, east and west halls visibility. The entire project will be fully integrated to better represent a 
21 st Century intermodal transportation hub. Status of development; approximately 9 mos. have 
been spent working with the involvement of CFA staff. Full engagement of a Washington DC 
experienced historical architect will be created in the short term for the purpose of navigating 
USI through the approval process of all appropriate organizations. 
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We are also proposing to re-merchandise the West Hall of the property with the Introduction 
of a new category of fast casual dining establishments with the “best in category” quality of 
merchandising. Pleasant new interior patio space within the west hall will be created for 
visitors to enjoy the historical architectural and unique ambience. Our goal is to develop a 
unique gathering space promoting longer stays with customers of Union Station. Tenants 
proposed patio’s will be flex in nature to allow exhibits and property events to still remain. All 
Architectural / MEP design work completed as of this date. Presently seeking acceptance and 
approvals from all appropriate parties. 

Burnham Place and Columbus Plaza Developments 

USl and its architects continually work to support the ability to improve Union Station 
for the addition of Burnham Place which will be developed utilizing the air rights located over 
the train tracks at Union Station. 

Finally, USI is in agreement with the National Park Service, District of Columbia and 
USRC for the enhancements to be made to Columbus Plaza adjacent to Union Station. As part 
of the overall improvement project. City Metro buses will have a convenient location, front and 
center, for passenger boarding and drop off. 


Possessory Interest Tax 

Still looming over Union Station, and all of the previously stated development plans, is 
the unintended and unbudgeted impact of the District of Columbia’s Possessory Interest tax 
legislation (PIT) which is the greatest single threat to the future and Union Station’s ongoing 
sustained viability. 

Prior to the adoption of the PIT legislation by the DC government, and over the short 
period of time since the Redevelopment Corporation took charge of the rehabilitation of Union 
Station, it has been transformed from a dilapidated building condemned as unfit for human 
habitation to a major transportation hub, retail center and tourist destination catering to the 
residents of the District of Columbia, tourists and commuters from both the DC area and across 
America. 

The success of Union Station as an intermodal transportation facility is based on a careful 
and strategic balance of (1) budgeting for the ever growing costs of maintaining, securing and 
operating the century old National Landmark, (2) preserving the crucial tenant mix at Union 
Station and (3) the costs to improve Union Station as an intermodal transportation facility. 

The District’s PIT has endangered all of that progress. For instance, the possessory 
interest taxes under the proposed assessment for Tax Year 2008 - 2009 has reached nearly 
$3,000,000. This is an increase of 278 % over the taxes for the TY 2007 assessment. Such an 
amount cannot be paid and the projects outlined herein still be accomplished. 
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It is USI’s position that the PIT is being wrongfully assessed against it and USI is 
vigorously fighting to save Union Station from the inevitable downward spiral that it would 
suffer as a result of the excessive PIT assessment and taxes that are currently sought by the 
District. USI has been negotiating with the DC Mayor and Council for the adoption of a PILOT 
program that would specify and permit a reasonable amount of annual PIT for Union Station to 
pay. The DC Council has introduced such legislation and it is currently pending action and 
funding. If passed, it would ensure that the future success of USI will not be sidetracked or 
endangered by such local taxation. 

Absent this significant local tax relief, that has been vigorously championed by various 
DC Council members including Mr. Evans & Mr. Wells, it is unlikely that USI will be able to 
pay the proposed PIT taxes together with all of the other increased operating costs, security 
costs, tenant allowances and improvements that are required to maintain and improve Union 
Station as intermodal transportation facility. 

In the unfortunate event that this PILOT legislation does not pass or is not fully funded, 
then we may have to return to you and this committee to seek Congressional relief from the local 
District PIT in order to ensure the completion and success of the projects outlined in this 
testimony, as well as the overall viability and purpose of this important Federal building. 


*** 

Chairwoman Norton and the Members of the Subcommittee, I thank you again for the 
opportunity to speak before you today on behalf of Union Station Investco LLC. 



84 





85 





86 














91 















FUTURE REDEVELOPMENT 


93 


>g<3 s S? 
S S 1=3 t* 

... b 

11*1 ll| 

«8i l<I 




94 





95 





ALL "AS IS 


96 


Igil 

S = g! 


m 








98 





99 


UNION STATION INVESTCO, LLC 

433 Fifth Ave, Suite 200 
New York, NY 10016 
(212)213-4444 


To: To the Subcommittee on Economic Development, 

Public Buildings and Emergency Management 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 

From: Barry Lustig 

RE: Responses to Questions for the Record 
From Union Station Investco, LLC 
Concerning the July 22, 2009 Hearing on 
“The Congressional Vision for a 21 s ’ Century 
Union Station: New Intermodal Uses and a 
New Union Station Livable Community”. 

Date: September 9, 2009 

On July 22, 2009 Union Station Investco, LLC (USI) was invited to and gave 
testimony before the Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings 
and Emergency Management concerning “The Congressional Vision for a 21 st 
Century Union Station: New Intermodal Uses and a New Union Station Livable 
Community”. As a follow up to the hearing we received Questions for Record 
from the Committee that required our response. This document is the response 
to the Questions for the Record. 

For ease of reading we have included each question prior to the response. 

1. What are your plans for the area that used to house the movie 
theaters? 

Response: At the time of the grand reopening of Union Station, a theater was 
a good use for the large space located on the lower level of Union Station. 
There were no theaters in the City and it provided patrons and DC residents 
another type of entertainment. Since that time, however, state of the art 
theaters with stadium seating have opened in the City including Gallery Place 
which is located 1 mile from Union Station and 2 stops away on the red line. 
As a result, Union Station theater sales have declined from $6 million to $1 .3 
million. 

The theater tenant will vacate the premises October 31 , 2009. The space will 
be demolished to expose structural walls, utility systems, etc. We need to go 
through this process in order to show prospective tenants what is available to 
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Subcommittee 

Responses to Questions for the Record 
September 9, 2009 
Page 2 


be leased. We expect the tenant(s) to be one that has the ability to help 
maximize the property’s potential. 


2. Are you part of the discussions regarding the intermodal center 
plans? What are your suggestions for a successful intermodal 
center? 

Response: USI has participated in discussions with regard to intermodal 
possibilities at Union Station. We have supported the recommendations 
made by Greyhound and the intercity buses relocating to Union Station. We 
support the addition of bus companies and we also need to accommodate the 
large amount of tour bus traffic and parking we currently experience at the 
Station. 

As part of the Columbus Plaza improvements and reconfiguration, we have 
agreed to allow city metro buses to drop off in the second lane (Lane B) 
located in front of Union Station. Currently city buses drop off and pick up 
passengers in an area of Columbus Plaza. Also, the City has built the bicycle 
center located on the west side of the building and we agreed to charge no 
rent to the operator of the bike center as we believe that intermodal 
transportation is important for the City and for Union Station. 


3. Please elaborate on your plans to “re-merchandise” the West Hall. 

Response: The West Hall is presently the home to one restaurant coupled 
with tenants who sell inexpensive gifts and souvenirs. Within the whole 
property - the west and east halls are the two areas shopped least by patrons 
of the property. 

The introduction of a new category within the west hall of fast casual dining 
will now allow the hall to be re-energized where patrons to the property will be 
able to be engaged within the beauty of this area of the building. The uses 
will be recognized as “best in its category” for the food merchants within the 
West Hall. The fast casual category will bring a new food use to the property 
which does not exist today throughout the property. 
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The West Hall common area will remain public exhibit space for the Holiday 
Train and other public exhibits. 


4. Is all available space currently leased in Union Station? 

Response: Union Station has historically maintained a high level of retail 
occupancy. Currently, occupancy is 97%. We are in discussions with several 
retailers to lease space in the building. The few spaces that are vacant have 
not been leased as they are considered in the redevelopment of the retail 
space. 

We do, however, have leases out to several tenants both existing (renewals) 
and new for spaces within Union Station. 


S. How will Burnham Place affect the retail space at Union Station? 

Response: We expect a positive traffic and sales impact at Union Station 
when Burnham Place is occupied. 

The development, as planned, does not encroach on the retail space at Union 
Station. 


6. What are the annual operating costs for Union Station? 

Response: Since Union Station is operated as a private business enterprise, 
our budgets are proprietary information. However, we would be pleased to 
provide you with an overview in a private setting. 
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7. What are the marketing points used to attract tenants to Union 
Station? 

Response: 

• Over 33 million visitors per year 

• Number One stop on the DC Metro System 

• Average Household Income of $72,000 

• Nine blocks from the sixth larges convention center in the country, 
hosting over 800,000 attendees per year 

• One of the most visited buildings by tourists 


8. What new amenities are you planning for Union Station? 

Response: In the past twelve months a significant percentage of existing 
tenants have been successfully renewed. Our long term leasing goals for the 
project are to continue to merchandise the project consistent with the needs 
of all patrons to the building. We will continue work with existing tenants while 
complementing the merchandising with successful regional, local and national 
tenants. 


9. What kinds of opportunities are being presented to long term tenants 
to maintain their presence in Union Station? 

Response: Since 2008, we have contacted every tenant in Union Station who 
has a lease expiring within a year of expiration of lease. We work closely with 
tenants who are successful in order to renew their lease in place or to 
relocate the tenant to another location within Union Station. 
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10. How will development of Union Station as a full intermodal center 
impact space on the tenant mix within the station? 

Response: We would anticipate tenant sales to increase based on additional 
patrons/customers to Union Station and anticipate an even greater response 
by the tenant community at large in relocating their operations to Union 
Station. We cater to a transportation customer in addition to tourists, office 
workers and residents. 


11. What actions have you taken since last year to attract minority 
businesses into Union Station? 

Response: At this time, Union Station has 38 minority tenants. Due to the 
high occupancy at Union Station, we work closely with existing minority 
tenants in order for them to maintain a presence in the building. 

During fourth quarter of 2008, we introduced a new program in Union Station, 
retail kiosk rentals. The majority of merchants who lease these kiosks are 
minority tenants. The plan is to give opportunities to tenants who would most 
likely not be able to afford a long term tease in Union Station at the present 
time. It is considered an incubator program where some of these tenants 
may move into long term spaces within the Station. 


12. What is strategy/policy on developing or maintaining small business 
operations in Union Station? 

Response: See response to Question 9 and 1 1 . 
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13. What is the possessory interest tax? How does it affect your plans 
for the future development of Union Station? 

14. Mr. Lustig - would you like to comment on the possessory interest 
tax? 

Response; 

Possessory Interest Tax 

Still looming over Union Station, and all of its pending development plans, is 
the unintended and unbudgeted impact of the District of Columbia’s 
Possessory Interest Tax legislation (PIT). 

The PIT is the greatest single threat to Union Station’s future and the 
sustainability of its ongoing viability. It is also a major threat to the profitability 
of the businesses located there, and which have been the foundation of its 
revival. Overall, the District’s PIT is a significant obstacle and threat to the 
financial success of the proposed intermodal transportation master plan at 
Union Station. If left unchecked by remedial legislative action, by either the 
District and / or the Congress, it will frustrate many of development and 
expansion plans which this committee has endorsed and wants to promote. 

This Possessory Interest [PI] tax was never intended to apply to Union Station 
nor to any of the congressionally sanctioned leaseholds or subleaseholds that 
operate there. The DC Council expressly exempted all entities that are 
exempt from federal income taxation from that law, including Union Station 
Redevelopment Corporation [USRC]. This should have protected USRC, and 
its sub lessees, from property taxation or any such pseudo leasehold taxation 
like the current PIT. 

Unfortunately, due to the actions and unilateral PIT policies of certain rogue 
elements of the District's Office of Tax and Revenue [OTR], the District 
continues to attempt to impose its PIT on the USRC sublessees, despite the 
obvious violation that represents of both the Congress’ and the DC Council’s 
intention that both USRC and its sub lessees should be exempt therefrom. 
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History of the PIT 

For TY 2003, the District passed brand new Possessory Interest [PI] 
legislation that enabled it to impose a pseudo property tax on the value of all 
leaseholds granted by any governmental entity in DC to a 3 rd party, for profit, 
lessee that was subject to Federal Income Taxation. 

The District’s rationale behind this legislation appears to have been that these 
non governmental lessees were inappropriately getting the same tax exempt 
status reserved for government owners of such properties. Therefore, 
according to the District’s theory, these non governmental lessees should be 
taxed as though they actually owned the underlying real property under the 
fiction that their “for profit” activity voided the otherwise governmental use 
and, any ad valorem property tax exemption that attached thereto. 

Surprisingly, the District's passage of the entire PIT law was based in no 
small part on the underlying and faulty premise that GSA would promptly 
provide a full list and details of all of its 3 rd party leases in DC. OTR assumed 
and convinced the DC Council that GSA would willingly and promptly provide 
that information so as to allow OTR to promptly and easily implement this new 
tax by identifying, valuing and taxing these governmental leaseholds. 
Unfortunately, GSA has never provided that list to the OTR, despite their 
repeated requests for it. There seems to be no likelihood that GSA ever will 
unless expressly directed by Congress to do so. 

The selective enforcement of the PIT 

Even more surprisingly, DC then elected to begin a policy of selective 
enforcement of the PIT law and to only issue assessment notices for the very 
few leases it could then identify itself [only 186 initially]. 

The District should have scraped the entire PIT effort at that time, but 
unfortunately they refused to do so, even though their computer system was [and 
still is] incapable of capturing or showing the PI data gathered, and the entire 
program was run by a single assessor, who had numerous other duties to 
perform. To this day, all PI assessments are handled in DC off line, by a 
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single assessor. None are available for public review or analysis on the 
OTR’s assessment website. 

This lack of transparency and selective enforcement marks the PIT program 
as one obviously worthy of cancellation. Ironically, it is the anticipated PIT that 
DC hopes to receive from Union Station, which is assessed with over 1/3 of 
the total PIT taxes payable in DC that helps to sustain this defective program. 
Unfortunately, all of this bad tax policy has not cooled the zeal of a handful of 
OTR assessors and attorneys, who zealously believe that the PIT program 
must be implemented against the Federal Government and its lessees at all 
properties located within the District. For them, Union Station is the poster 
child of that goal. 

In fact, since its inception only thirteen [13] Pi’s pay annually some 85% of the 
total PIT in the District. The PIT law is the poster child of selective taxation. 
Union Station’s sub leasehold alone is assessed to pay over 1/3 of the 
District’s entire PIT. Without the Union Station PIT the entire program would 
be marginalized and would produce less than $ 7,000,000 annually in DC tax 
revenue. 

USRC is exempt from the PIT 


The key point is that the PIT law was always intended to only capture leases 
that were directly entered into between Federal, State and Foreign 
governments with a third party who would then use the leased premises for a 
non exempt and for profit purpose. USRC is tax exempt by Act of Congress. 
Therefore, it cannot ever itself be subject to the District’s PIT. 

Sub leases from those direct governmental lessees were never mentioned or 
considered at the time that the PI legislation was adopted. They were never 
intended to be captured or taxed. In fact, of the 190+/- Pi’s that have ever 
been assessed in DC for the PIT since its inception not a single one is a sub 
lease other than at Union Station. All of the other Pi’s are based on direct 
leases from a governmental entity. Only the subleaseholds of Union Station 
have been singled out for special treatment and selective taxation. 
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As you will see from the attached exhibit 1 , the United States through the 
Department of Transportation [DOT] granted a master lease to Union Station 
Redevelopment Corporation for all of the Station and its parking garage. You 
will recall that the Redevelopment Act expressly calls on USRC to lease to 
individual experts to run the retail and office premises at the station. Congress 
forced USRC to sublease certain operations in order to perform its mandate. 

If USRC operated directly all of the retail and office premises at Union 
Station they would not be subject to the PIT or any other property taxes! 

However, because they fulfilled Congress’ mandate and leased certain 
portions of Union Station to experts who have succeeded in the difficult 
revitalization of a decrepit and unprofitable retail facility, DC now thinks that 
they can go taxpayer hunting down the leasehold chain until they find a 
Golden Goose to tax. 

Unfortunately, that is exactly what OTR has done. Everyone underestimated 
the zeal of a handful of assessors and attorneys within OTR who unilaterally 
took it upon themselves to try to apply the PI tax to someone at Union 
Station, and finally settled on the USRC sub lessees and even sub, sub 
lessees as targets. Yet there is no provision within the PI law that allows any 
such sub lease(s) to be taxed in this manner. 

Nonetheless, first the OTR tried to tax the individual retailers at Union Station 
for TY 2004 [sub, sub lessees!], and then when that failed the OTR moved up 


the lease chain for TY 2005 to USI the current sublessee of USRC, who 
master leases and manages the entire office and retail space at Union 
Station. Originally this was USLV, but they sold their interest to USI in 2006. 

Notwithstanding that no such assessment should have ever been issued to a 
sub-lessee, as you will see in the Exhibit 2, the assessments at the ULV/USI 
level started out relatively reasonable, but when ULV sold its going concern 
interest and sub leasehold to USI the OTR increased the assessment almost 
300% in one year [TY 2007 to TY 2008], 
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Since TY 2008, the OTR’s proposed PIT assessment has indicated PI taxes 
of about $ 3,000,000 annually from USRC and USI who split the cost of any 
such tax. They have been unable to pay the PIT for TY 2008 and do not 
expect to be able to do so for TY 2009 either. This PIT if allowed to continue 
will literally kill the “Golden Goose” that has prospered at Union Station and 
created the environment that now acts as the under pinning for the proposed 
master development. 

Since USRC receives less than $2.5M in total rent from USI annually, after 
paying its share of the PIT, there would be insufficient money left over for 
USRC to both pay for its primary mission of maintaining the historic Union 
Station facade and interior, as well those associated with the proposed new 
portal of an intermodal hub. Please note that when USRC entered into its 
long-term lease with USLV there was no PIT, nor any such leasehold taxation 
under consideration. 

These PIT assessments have been vigorously challenged in the District’s 
assessment appeal process by USRC and USI. Regrettably, in violation of 
their rules the District’s Board of Real Property Assessment Appeals has yet 
to issue a decision on the appeals pending for TY 2008 & 2009. Even the 
OTR’s assessor has still not issued a decision in the pending TY 2010 
appeal. In the meantime, OTR is demanding payment of the full amount of 
PIT for TY 2008 and TY 2009. No other property taxpayer in the District has 
been treated so unfairly or has been denied so blatantly their due process 
rights in challenging their proposed tax assessments. USI / USRC do not 
have the funds to pay the demanded PIT and without some relief there will be 
a financial crisis that will not be helpful to the development and expansion to 
Union Station that this committee desires. 

A possible solution to the PIT crisis 

In order to find a solution to this problem, USI has proactively approached the 
DC Council to see if a Payment in Lieu of Taxes [PILOT] arrangement could 
be legislated so as to set an annual PIT payment to reflect both the limited 
City services that Union Station uses and at a level that would not interfere 
with USRC’s primary mission as mandated by Congress to fully develop 
Union Station as one of the Nation’s leading intermodal transportation portals. 



109 


Subcommittee 

Responses to Questions for the Record 
September 9, 2009 
Page 1 1 


With the support and leadership of Council Members Evans and Wells such a 
PILOT bill has been introduced to the DC Council and is awaiting approval 
and funding. Unfortunately, given the severe budget problems facing the 
District it is possible that even if passed, the District may be unable or 
unwilling to fund this PILOT that will result in a “loss” of District revenues of 
about $ 2.7M annually. 

As detailed in the recent testimony of USRC, USI, Amtrak, DDOT and 
Greyhound before this committee, the only thing that could side track or delay 
the execution of the USI contribution of the redevelopment effort would be the 
District’s continued assessment of PIT on USI and it sub lessee’s. However, if 
the pending PILOT is passed then it would remedy this threat once and for all, 
and bring sanity and predictability back to operation of Union Station. 

If the PILOT does not pass, then Union Station [and indirectly the Federal 
Government] would be paying about 35% of the total PIT for the entire 
District, which we believe would be an unintended and unfortunate result. 

Furthermore, if the proposed relocation of Greyhound’s DC terminal proceeds 
and is located in the USRC leased parking facility at Union Station [that is 
currently untaxed as a PI], that will create a new PI according to OTR’s policy 
and we will have yet another problem. Extending the PILOT to the parking lot 
and Greyhound’s lease thereof would again solve that problem. 

I hope that this summary clarifies these issues for you. Obviously, whatever 
encouragement or support you and your committee members can give to the 
Mayor and DC Council to pass and fund the pending PILOT legislation would 
go a long way to solving this problem. 


Attachments: 

Exhibit I: Chain of leases at Union Station 

Exhibit 2: Assessments and PIT at Union Station since TY 2005 



110 


UNION STATION CHAIN OF LEASEHOLDS 

Confidential BRPAA TY 08 APPEAL 
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September 14, 2009 


I ionorable Eleanor 1 lolmes Norton 
Chairwoman 

Subcommittee on Economic Development. Public Buildings 
and Emergency Management 
Committee on Transportation & Infrastructure 
585 Ford House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 


DearChairwoman Norton: 

T he following are responses to your questions for the record as a follow up to the July 22. 2009. 
testimony that was presented to the Subcommittee on Economic Development. Public Buildings and 
Emergency Management regarding the use of Union Station as an intermodai station. 

Question: Have there been any discussions with the NOMA Business Improvement District about 
contributing to the expansion of Union Station's intennoda! capacity? 


Response: No 

Question: In your testimony you indicate that Amtrak train ridership is expected to increase. What are 
the expectations of in terms of an increase? How w ill it affect capacity? Does Amtrak plan to make 
infrastructure and capital investments to accommodate this anticipated ridership increase? Even if the bus 
proposal does not go forward, does Amtrak have a plan to accommodate the expected increase in 
capacity? if so, what is that plan? 

Response: Amtrak expects ridership to increase by more than 50 percent nationw ide by 2030 w ith 
significant growth by the commuter railroads that also use Washington Union Terminal ( WUT). For 
Amtrak's Northeast Corridor, some of this growth w ill be accommodated by longer trains including 
longer high-speed trains and regional trains along the traditional serv ice patterns between W ashington. 
New York, and Boston. In addition, plans are underdevelopment for expansion of east coast sen ice and 
potentially serv ice to be added to our southeastern destinations through additional intercity passenger 
serv ice into Virginia and the extension of high-speed rail into Virginia and North Carolina. On the 
commuter rail front, both Virginia Railway Express and Mary land Commuter Rail (MARC) have 
developed staged expansion plans that would add more trains into WUT. Hie combination of the three 
carrier's aspirations and growth plans will create major capacity challenges for both track capacity into 
and through WUT and passenger handling w ithin the station area. 
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We beiieve initial growth can be accommodated by longer trains, but even this strategy creates terminal 
track capacity problems as trains are current!} 'double-parked' in the terminal for existing operations 
creating undesirable boarding/de-boarding circumstances and constraining the servicing of intercity 
trains. Plans for added capacity' for train storage for both MARC and VRE trains are underway including 
the development of the ‘ Wedge Y ard’ north of the station area for mid-day storage of MARC trains and 
the evaluation of other potential locations for VRE train storage. In addition, plans for converting one of 
the low level platforms on the lower level — serving trains to Virginia and beyond— are being considered 
to improve customer safety and service by avoiding the use of 'trap door' train coach steps down to low 
level platforms. Another strategy that is being evaluated is the use of service tunnels under the platforms 
t partial tunnels already exist). Separation of service vehicle traffic from passenger flow traffic would 
alleviate the congestion resulting from intermingling of passengers and service vehicles and allow trains 
to expedite foe loading and unloading process (both passengers and supplies for food sen ice ). These 
investment projects will individually and collectiv ely help relieve the train-side congestion at the stub end 
of the terminal- 

inside the terminal. Amtrak has plans to add to waiting capacity to better serve existing demand and 
prov tde capacity for passenger growth that is commensurate with expected train serv ice growth. 

Amtrak's space plan also improves the intermodal connections to Metro and. in conjunction with the 
expansion of the Metro passageway to H Street, prov ides improved accessibility to intercity bus serv ice. 
in addition, this reconfiguration complements the improved passenger handling processes that will 
become available through the implementation of electronic ticketing — a major Amtrak initiative that is 
currently undergoing technological and operational development and testing. The reconfiguration of the 
space north of the wall will improve passenger service, create increased passenger security, and improve 
operating support and operational efficiency at VI 1 . 

All of these potential projects are under consideration as part of the Northeast Corridor Master Plan. This 
master planning process has been underway in partnerships with all the states along the Northeast 
Corridor {including the District of Columbia) and is designed to develop an integrated plan that will 
support the growth in intercity passenger rail serv ice. as w ell as growth of commuter rail and freight 
service. 

Finally, for the last few decades, the joint use of the corridor has resulted in cost-effective increases in 
passenger train service as 'spare' capacity has been maximized and largely consumed and capita! and 
operating agencies have been shared. The twin investment challenges for the NEC remain: 1 ) achieving 
and sustaining a state of good repair for foe NEC to support safe, reliable operation and 2) expanding 
capacity for growth and improving serv ice quality (speed and reliability). These challenges are being met 
by a multi-jurisdictional, systems development planning effort that is currently underway . The objective 
of the NEC master planning process is to define the improvement projects and priorities for 
implementation and investment that will serve the region into the future. 
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Solving the capacity constraint and service quality problems at key terminals along the NEC — including 
those at WUT — in terms of both train handling and passenger handling is one of the key s to the 
development of the master plan. The collaborative planning effort for Washington Union Terminal is a 
key component in this regard. The solution for added space, ov erbuild capacity, and linkages to parking 
and intercity bus as well as Metro will provide Wt’T with the opportunity to support both the regional 
and local objectiv es of capacity , sen ice, and quality improvement 

Please don't hesitate to contact me ifl can be of further assistance, 
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Vice President, Government Affairs and Corporate Communications 


AMTRAK 



August 7, 2009 


The Honorable Eleanor Holmes Norton 
Chair 

Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings 
and Emergency Management 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
U.S. House of Representatives 
585 Ford House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 


Dear Representative Norton: 

I am in receipt of your request for information regarding Amtrak’s use of minority and women-owned 
law firms and attorneys. Diversity as well as excellence has been both a priority and a hallmark of the 
Amtrak Law Department for many years, and our current General Counsel is committed to continuing 
that record. 

Amtrak is a strong supporter of disadvantaged business enterprises and we seek out well-qualified 
minority and women owned firms, individual attorneys, and other vendors who provide legal support 
services. In addition the Law Department strives to attract high-quality in-house attorneys to work at 
Amtrak and has successfully recruited a number of talented women and minority attorneys to work in 
the Law Department. 

The Amtrak Law Department identifies and engages outside counsel and contract lawyers by means of 
competitive RFP’s or postings (in the case of contract lawyers), and the Department makes diversity a 
key point in our consideration of law firms that have the appropriate expertise for the matter in 
question. We also request that outside counsel use court reporters and other support personnel from a 
list of women and minority owned firms we have identified throughout the nation. The Department 
looks for opportunities to expand that list in order to enhance our goal of employing women owned and 
minority businesses. 

We have reviewed our total legal fees paid to minority and women owned law firms in FY08, and they 
represent 14 percent of the total legal fees expended in FY08. We have also included a list of minority 
and women owned businesses as well as minority and women attorneys who are representing or have 
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Please let me know if you would like any further information. 



Enclosures 



Minority/ Women Owned Law Firms 
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Sandra Reichoff: vocational rehab services 



119 


r° 




o 


Q 2 


O -> 

t> 

-Q "2 


OS B r 


•3 


■a -a £ 

ego 

M “ 




tn z> 

fc t: 





120 


2 a c 

52 cti cC 

O <u .y u 

5 "3 <S £ 
o g < < 


00 c 
c <3 3 

+3 >3 
d d d 
-3 J £ 


* £ s 


o £ 2 a<ra(nx3;z5? 


06 

a v 
§ | jj 

ta | 5 

o &. I 


2 c c 

O U ,0 o 

3 "3 <£ <S 
o g < < 

r N <L> Vh Vh 

y fc o o 
2 C 66 64 
X cd o o 

C '53 JS ^ 
a < m cq 


6 £ O 
vS u 
fc 2 o 
00 c 
a a S 

+3 +j -3 
o3 cd cd 
J -5 £ 


cd cd ^ 

a a-g ■ 

.2 .2 d ^ 

ffi ffi £ £ 


iite Female 



121 


O O O O CM CO 


a 

W O 

Q -a 
2 § M 
a g a 

O Ex, S 


! h i 

fe <D g £ 0 

E S 6 * u 

< < &H ^ O 

55 d d o o g 

d to .§ .Q cC 

Cj <u u o +3 +3 :3 <D 

r\> ' _J Lj Vh d d d cry 

O I <<^1 i-s 

„vOuIhOO>t« 4>42 

Ofc, o o'£'g*aS 

►r as o o a. a -g a .ti 
H '1 is ^ .S 2 .2 S A A 


acSSiciz^^ 


a S 3 «5 
o a S 


.sian Female 



122 


lO N r- CO 
CM 


G> h- 
00 -ST 


<L> 


u 

<u 

d 

cd 

r < 

C 0 


cd 

d 

o 

o 

<D 

fe 

'cd 

s 

fl 

d 

cd 

cd 

o 

o 

*C 

* fMp{ 

u 

o 

d 

(D 

d 

d 

< 

d 

< 

d 

d 

cd 

cd 

o 

o 

# r*H 
£• 

* r*"i 

<b 

< 

< 

u 

l-f 

O 

o 

X 


o 

o 

JA 

cd 

s 

I l 

PQ 


o 


cd 


o 
cd 

* t“H 

O 

cd 
Oh 

d 
<D 

.g 

<D 

d ^ O 

£ 2 O 

o o d 

a o! 3 

♦ rH • y -4 

-4— > -4— > * »— l 

cd cd cd 

J o ^ 

'o' 'o' >2 

« H * H faJLi 

a d 

cd cd g 

O-i Oh •’“I 

m w -y 

• f—4 » *-M Cv 

PC PC s 


o 

4 

Cd VI \ 

a £ 

d cri 

£ s 

<D CD 

4-J +-» 

« t-H • rHj 

41 41 
£ £ 


O 



